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The Operating Industries Inc. (OII) site is a 190-acre landfill located in Monterey
Park, California, 10 miles east of Los Angeles. To the northwest and east of the site
the land use is primarily industrial; residential units are located to the southwest,
east and west of the site. There are approximately 53,000 residences within a 3-mile
radius of the site. Available data indicate that 2,150 people live within 1,000 feet of
“ne landfill. Disposal activities at the site began in October 1948 by the Monterey

irk Disposal Company (MPDC) who used the site as a municipal landfill on behalf of the
City of Monterey Park. In 1952, the site and additional land, totalling 218 acres, were
purchased by OII. The landfill was permitted to accept household refuse, organic
refuse, scrap metal, non-decomposable inert solids, and certain types of liquids. 1In
1964, tne State of California purchased 28 acres of the land owned by OII to construct
the Pomona Freeway, which divided the site into two sections. In 1975, Monterey Park
City limited solid waste disposal to a l30-acre section of the landfill and a year later
restricted disposal of liquids to a 32-acre section of the landfill. In April 1983, OII
ceased accepting all liquid wastes; disposal of all solid wastes ended in October 1984.
EPA currently is performing operation and maintenance of the existing leachate
collection system, perimeter gas extraction system and interior gas extraction system.
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16. ABSTRACT (continued)

This remedial action addresses only the issue of landfill gas (LFG) migration control
and destruction. Final cover, leachate collection, ground water and soil contamination,
slope stability and final closure will be addressed in subsequent remedial action. The
primary contaminants of concern affecting the air are methane and VOCs including
benzene, PCE, TCE and toluene. .

The selected remedial action at the site includes: installation of perimeter LFG
extraction wells, pile~driven wells on the top deck of the landfill, shallow and deep
slope wells to control intermediate-to-deep subsurface migration at the perimeter, and
integrated perimeter and interior LPG headers; utilization of existing gas extraction
wells and gas monitoring probes; installation of multiple completion monitoring wells at
the property boundary, landfill gas destruction facilities and an automated control
station for the gas control system; and installation of abovegrade condensate sumps to
collect condensate from gas headers, leachate pumps in gas wells to dewater saturated
zones, and abovegrade leachate sumps. The selected remedial action for the North Parcel
system includes: installation of 6 single completion extraction wells to the depth of
the refuse and installation of 1,500 feet of header lines. The estimated present worth
for this remedial action is $73,000,000 with an annual O&M cost of $2,340,000.

PR



DECISION SUMMARY
OPERATING INWSTR'IES, INC.
- GAS MIGRATION CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT
RECORD OF DECISION

s



RECORD OF DECISION
TABLE OF CONTENIS
DECLARATION STATEMENT
DECISION SUMMARY
SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT
SITE DESCRIPTION |
SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
COMMUNITY RELATIONS HISTORY
SITE CHARACTERISTICS
SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

SELECTED REMEDY
STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

ATTACHMENTS ’
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

wn

O VWV & N R

13
16
17

24
31



SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Operating Industries, Inc. (OII)
Monterey Park, California

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action
for Operating Industries, Inc. Site, in Monterey Park,
California, developed in accordance with CERCLA, as amended
by SARA, and to the extent practicable, the National Contin-
gency Plan. This decision is based upon the administrative
record for this operable unit at this site. The attached
index identifies the items which comprise the administrative
record upon which the selection of the remedial action is
based.

The State of California concurs with the selected remedy.

DRESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

This is the third operable unit for the OII site. As an
operable unit this document addresses only the issue of
landfill gas (LFG) migration control. The Gas Control
Remedial Action will be integrated with the final site
remedy as the component for collecting and destroying
landfill gas which would otherwise be released from the
site. Final cover, leachate collection, groundwater, slope
stability, soil contamination, and final closure will be
fully addressed in the final Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study for the site, or in future
Operable Units.

Thé major components of the selected landfill gas control
remedy include:

o Installing 58 new perimeter LFG extraction wells, as
shown in Figure 5, with placement focused on minimizing
offsite LFG migration.

o Installihg 48 pile driven wells on the top deck of the
. landfill with placement focused on maxlmlzinq source
control of LFG.



o Installing 50 shallow and 12 deep slope wells with
placement focused on. reducing surface emissions, and
controlling intermediate to deep subsurface migration
at the perimeter.

o = Installing new integrated perimeter and interior LFG
headers (abovegrade).

o Utilizing functional existing gas extraction wells and
gas monitoring probes.

o Installing S8 nultipln completion monitoring wells at
the property boundary.

o Installing landfill gas destruction facilities with a
capacity of approximately 9,000 cfm, and an automated
control station for the gas control systea. :

- ) Installing abovegrade condensate sumps to collect con-
densate from gas headers.

o Installing leachate pumps in gas wells to de-water
saturated zones, and installing abovegrade leachate
sumps.

DECLARATION

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, a waiver can be justified for whatever Federal
and/or State applicable or relevant and appropriate require-
ments which will not be met, and it is cost-effective. This
remedy satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that
enploy treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility or volume
as a principal element and utilizes permanent solutions and
alternative treatment (or resource rscovery) technologies to
the maximum extent practicable. .

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances
remaining onsite above health-based levels, a review will be
conducted within five years after commencement of the final
remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to
pro:ido adequate protection of human health and the environ-
n‘n L J

93088 Ao T

Date Daniel W. McGovern
Regional Administrator
EPA, Region IX 5

‘
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SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

The Operable Unit Feasibility Study (OUFS) for Landfill Gas (LFG)
Migration Control at the Operating Industries, Inc. (OII) .
Landfill in Monterey Park, California, has been conducted to
evaluate potential remedial alternatives for mitigating the LFG
problems at the site. The U.S. EPA is addressing LFG problems as
an operable unit so that a gas migration control remedial action
can be initiated prior to implementation of the overall final
remedial action for the site. The Gas Control Remedial Action
will be integrated with the final site remedy as the component
for collecting and destroying landfill gas which would otherwise
be released from the site.

As an Operable Unit, this document addresses only the issue of
LFG migration control. It does not address other issues such as
leachate and condensate management, groundwater contamination,
final site closure, and final remedy. This is the third operable
unit for the OII site. A Record of Decision (ROD) for Site Can-
trol and Monitoring was signed on July 31, 1987, and a ROD for -
Leachate Management was signed on November 16, 1987. Final
cover, leachate collection, groundwater, slope stability, soil
contamination and final closure will be addressed in the final
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for the -itc, or in fu-
ture Operable Units.



SITE DESCRIPTION

The OII Landfill is located at 900 Potrero Grande Drive, Monterey
Park, 10 miles east of Los Angeles (Figure 1). The site is 190
acres in size with 145 acres (south parcel) lying south of the
Pomona Freewvay (California Highway 60) and 45 acres (north par-
cel) to the north. Ground surface elevations adjacent to the
south parcel vary from approximately 500 feet above mean sea
level (msl) along the south boundary to approximately 380 feet
above msl along the Pomona Freeway. The top of the south parcel
varies from 620 to 640 feet above msl. The north parcel is rela-
tively level. The site is owned by Operating Industries, Inc.,
and related entities.

The adjacent land ownership is as follows:

o The Southern California Edison Company (SCE) owns the land
abutting the north parcel, north of the Pomona Freeway. The
SCE substation complex is located south of Potrero Grande
Drive on the west side of Greenwood Avenue. A nursery
leases the remaining SCE property. :

o The land east of the south parcel, bounded by the Pomona
FPreevay, Montebello Boulevard, and Paramount Boulevard, is
owned by Chevron U.S.A., Inc., and is currently undeveloped.
It is currently used for oil recovery by Chevron.

o The Southern California Gas Company, a subsidiary of the
Pacific Lighting Gas Supply Company, operates an underground
gas storage facility in the area adjacent to the west bound-
ary of the landfill.

o A piece of property to the south is jointly owned by Con-
tinental Development of California, Inc., and California
Bankers Trust Company.

-] The remaining land adjacent to the landfill is primarily
residential with single-family homes to the south and south-
west of the landfill boundary. The City of Montebello’s
Igual: Park also borders the southern boundary of the
lanafill.
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LAND USE AND DEMOGRAPHY

The City of Monterey Park zoning ordinance designation for the
OIXI Landfill is M, Manufacturing. In Monterey Park, land to the
northwest of the landfill is zoned C-4 (Arterial Service
Commercial), C-M (Heavy Commercial-Nonmanufacturing). To the
south and west of the landfill, land use primarily consists of
residential units (single-family houses). Land to the east is
zoned R-A-0O, Residential, Agricultural, 0il Production District.
A cenmetery lies to the northeaat along Potrero Grande Drive, and
the remainder of this area, between Neil Armstrong Street and
Paramount Boulevard, is zoned residential.

The City of Monterey Park has a population of 54,338 and the City
of Montebello has a population of 52,929 (1980 Census). Within a
three-mile radius of the site thcro are approximately 53,000
residences. .

Regicnal Hydrogeclogy

OII is located in the La Merced Hills, between ﬁwo major
groundwater basins: the San Gabriel Basin to the north and east,
and the Los Angeles Central Basin to the south.

The San Gabriel Basin aquifer system to the north includes both
semiconsolidated and unconsolidated nonmarine sedimentary
deposits of Pleistocene and Holocene age. The pattern of
groundwater movement within this basin is generally from the
perimeter mountains toward the Whittier Narrows. Subsurface out-
flow and surface flow in the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel Rivers
through the Whittier Narrows provide a major source of recharge
:: the Los Angeles Central Basin, from the San Gabriel Basin to

e north.

Los Angeles Central Basin aquifers consist of consolidated to un-
consolidated marine and nonmarine rocks ranging from late
Pliocene to Holocene age. Regional flow is generally to the
west.

The depth and character of the water-bearing strata adjacent to
and beneath the OII site are not well understood. Water level
measurements from existing wells suggest that perched, uncon-
fined, and confined zones may be present, but have not been ade-
quately identified or characterized. Additional wells will be
installed to define hydraulic gradients and to identify potential
conta:inant nigration pathways as part of EPA’s ongoing RI/FS at
the site.



SURFACE-WATER HYDROLOGY

The major surface streams that receive run-off from the Monte-
bello Hills are the Rio Hondo and Los Angeles Rivers.
Tributaries to these drainages in  the area of the OII Landfill
contain only ephemeral flow generated by storm or urban run-off.
The majority of natural drainages have been extensively modified
and channelized or diverted to storm severs.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

Disposal operations at the OII Landfill site began in October
1948, wvhen the Monterey Park Disposal Company (MPD) leased 14
acres from Henry H. Wheeler. An operations agreement between the
City of Monterey Park and MPD provided that MPD would operate a
municipal landfill on behalf of the City.

The landfill reverted to private ownership by the 0II corporation
in early 1952 when zoning variances for operating the landfill
were not obtained by MPD. The site expanded to 218 acres as ad-
ditional Wheeler property was obtained in 1953 and 1958.

The landfill was classified as Class II-I by the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) in October 1954.
It was pernitted to accept Group 2 wastes (ordinary household
refuse, decomposable organic refuse, and selected scrap metal),
Group 3 wastes (nondecomposable inert solids), and certain types
of liquids.

The State of California (CALTRANS) purchased 28 acres from OII
for the construction of the Pomona Freeway (completed in 1964),
which separated the site into the 45-acre north parcel and the
145-acre south parcel. In August 1975, the Monterey Park City
Council adopted Resolution 78-76, which eliminated solid waste
disposal on the north parcel and on a 15-acre area in the
northwestern section of the south parcel. Thus, after 1975,
solid wvaste disposal was limited to a 130-acre section of the
south parcel.

The height of the landfill was first limited to 540 feet in 1957
based on the height of the surrounding hills. The City of Mon-

terey Park increased the height limit to 605 feet in June 1975,

and to 640 feet in August 1975.

In March 1976, the LARWQCB restricted disposal of liquids to a

32-acre area in the western portion of the south parcel. OII was
allowed to mix liquids with solid refuse at a ratio of 10 gallons
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per cubic yard; the ratio was increased to 20 gallons per cubic
yard in September 1976. Leachate generated at the site was col-
lected and redisposed. .

OII ceased accepting hazardous liquid waste in January 1983 and
all liquid waste in April 1983. The California Department of
Health Services (DOHS) classified leachate generated at the site
as hazardous and prohibited redisposal, effective October 1984.
OII stopped accepting all solid waste in October 1984.

Facilities have been constructed on the landfill to monitor and
provide limited control of the offsite migration of landfill gas
(LFG) and leachate from the landfill. A commercial gas recovery
facility, referred to as the interior gas extraction system, was
constructed by GSF Energy, Inc., in the interior area of the
landfill. These systems are described in the following sections.

Landfill Gas Monitoring Probes

Sixteen LFG monitoring probes were installed by OII onsite along
the west, south, and east borders of the south parcel of the
landfill in 1976. In December 1981, 15 probes were added and the
total 31 probes allowed LFG monitoring along the entire perimeter
of the south parcel. In addition, 15 LFG monitoring probes were
installed in the north parcel. Thirty-five perimeter probes were
installed in July and August 1981 along the west and southwest
boundaries to monitor the effectiveness of the air dike systenm.

Perimeter Gas Extraction System

The perimeter gas extraction system was installed by OII in five
major phases on the south parcel to partially control offsite
migration of LPG. Phase I (the air dike injection system), in-
stalled in 1981, consists of approximately - 31 wells on the west
border. This air dike injection system introduces air under
pressure into the ground at the landfill perimeter to induce a
positive pressure gradient and air flow as a barrier to LFG
migration away from the landfill. Phases II/III/IV of the sys-
tem, consisting of LPG extraction wells along the southern and
eastern borders, were installed in 1982, and 1983.

After the wells were installed, gas was collected using a port-
able blower and flare system. In 1983, a permanent blower and
flare station (now known as the auxiliary flare) was installed in
the southwest corner of the landfill, and the wells were con-
nected with a header system. By July 1983, both the auxiliary
flare and portable system were in operation. Phase V wells were
connected in May 1984.

«
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The rim well system on the southeast slopes was also added in
1984. This system collects landfill gas from an upper bench of
the landfill near the southern perimeter. The wells are rela-
tively shallow, and extract LFG froa the above~-ground portion of
the landfill. The rim wells are connected to the perimeter gas
extraction system and, therefore, operate independently of the

nearby interior gas extraction system. A nev flare station (now

known as the main flare) in the northwest corner of the landfill
was added in 1984.

Leachate Collection System

The leachate collection system is described in the EPA Leachate
Management ROD of November 16, 1987, and is not described further
here. Liquids collected from the gas extraction system will be
managed under the Leachate Management Remedial Action, or subse-
qgont Leachate Management provision of the final remedy for the
site.

Interior Gas thraction.8yston

GSF (then called NRG NuFuels, Inc.) signed a contract with OII in
August 1974 to develop a LFG recovery system for commercial pur-
posaes at the OII Landfill site.

The GSPF gas collection system and plant began recovering methane
for sale to Southern California Gas Company in October 1979.

After deciding that continued resource recovery operations at OII

were no longer economically viable, GSF relinquished ownership of
all subsurface facilities to OII per their contract and notified
the EPA that they intended to dismantle their aboveground
facilities by March 1, 1987.

In April 1987, GSF, the EPA, and the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) completed negotiations for the pur-
chase of GSF surface facilities using OII trust fund monies held
by the SCAQMD. Extraction and flaring of LFG continued from
February to May 1987 under temporary agreement betwaen GSF, the
SCAQMD, and the EPA. At present, LFG extraction and flaring are
operated by the EPA.

EPA is currently performing operation and maintenance of the ex-
isting leachate collection system, the existing perimeter gas ex-
traction system, and the existing interior gas extraction

system. The system operation and maintenance includes daily
monitoring of LFG probes (onsite and offsite, including water
meter boxes), conducting scheduled maintenance of blower/flare



stations and compressor equipment, and maintaining site security.
This is described in the EPA Site Control and Monitoring ROD of
July 31, 1987.

In addition, the EPA is conducting a remedial investigation/
feasibility study (RI/FS) to determine the nature and extent of
contamination resulting from the site and to assess potential
remedial actions.

Enforcement

Various state and local agencies have recorded that Operating In-
dustries frequently violated waste disposal regulations during
the operating life of the landfill from 1952 to 1984. Site in-
spections identified some of these violations and agencies
notified Operating Industries to correct the noted problems.

Recent State and Local enforcement actions 1nc1nde:'

1978 - Order for Abatement 2121 (South Coast Air Quality
Management District) - The Order includes site main-
tenance, grading, soil cover, and waste disposal. The
order has been modified six times. In 1983, installa-
tion of a gas emissions control system and a permanent
leachate control system were added. OII has not com-
plied with the major requirements of the order.

1980

(California Waste Management Board) - Listed site on
the California Open Dump Inventory due to RCRA subtitle
D violations.

1981 = Cease and Desist Order (L.A. County DOHS) - Issued to
OII for operating the landfill without an approved plan
for control of landfill gas.

1982

(City of Montebello) - Filed suit for permanent closure
of the landfill to abate a continuing public nuisance.

1983

Notice and Order (L.A. County DOHS) - Cited violations
of California Administrative Code.

Supplemental Notice and Order (L.A. County DOHS) -
Reiterates Order requirements, requires installation of
gas probes, wells, daily monitoring of gas systenms,
reporting to L.A. County DOHS, CWMB, and SCAQMD.

1984

Temporary Restraining Order 0500141 (CA.DOHS) - Order
to secure financial resources from OII for closure.

7



30-Day Preliminary Injunction (CA DOHS) - Addressed ac-
tivities required for closure.

Remedial Action Order LAOOl (CA DOHS) ~ Required
leachate management, site characterization, landfill
gas control, and closure plans.

Notice of Violation to OII (CA DOHS) - Notification of
noncompliance with Remedial Action Order.

Clean-up and Abatement Order 84-5 (Regional Water
Quality Control Board) - Reiterates requirements of CA
DOHS Order, required phase-out of leachate redisposal,
and construction/operation of a permanent leachate con-
trol systenm.

Clean-up and Abatement Order 84-119 (RWQCB) -~ Required
interception, pumping and legal disposal of leachate,
and prohibited discharge of leachate on and off-site.

EPA enforcement activities include:

1982 -

‘1983 -

1984 -

1986 -

Section 3008 Notice - Notice of EPA Interim Status Part
265 RCRA violations at OII.

RCRA Complaint Issued.

OII submitted draft closure documents in lieu of Part
B. ’

RCRA Consent Agreement Signed

3007/104 letters issued to OII and GSF.

OII proposed for the National Priorities List

RCRA Section 3007/CERCLA Section 104 Notice
Letters/Information Requests issued to Operating In-
dustries, Inc, and individual owners. (8/23/84)

OII finalized on NPL

General Notice Letters/3007/104 Information Requests
sent to 27 Potentially Responsible Parties representing
S0 percent of manifested wastes. (6/20/86)

Follow=-up 3007/104 lLetter sent to 0IIX owners.



1987 -

1988 =~

General Notice Letters/3007/104 Information Requests
sent to 56 additional PRPs representing an additional
20 percent of manifested wastes. (1/9/87)

Follow-up 3007/104 Letter sent to OII owners.

Negotiations for PRP conduct of RI3/FS held, settlement
not reached.

General Notice Letters/3007/104 Information Requests
sent to 106 additional PRPs representing an additional
10 percent of manifested wastes. (11/4/87)

Joint Special Notice and Demand Letter issued to all
noticed PRPs, including OII owners for past costs,
design and construction of the Leachate Management
Remedial Action, and Site Control and Monitoring Ac-
tivities and EPA’s associated oversight costs
(2/18/88). Negotiations in progress.

Spociai Notice Latter/3005/104 Information Request sent
to City of Monterey Park. (2/18/88)

COMMUNITY RELATIONS HISTORY

A history of community relations activities at the OII site, the
background on community involvement and concerns, and specific
comments on the Feasibility Study and EPA’s responses are found
in the Responsiveness Summary which accompanies this ROD.

SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Figure 2 illustrates the mechanisms at work in generation, emis-
sion, and subsurface migration of gases at the OII Landfill. The
four major mechanisms of gas migration at OII are:

Generation by anaerobic decomposition of the refuse
within the landfill combined with volatile organic com-
pounds released by hazardous substances disposed of at
the landfill

Surface emissions by releases and diffusion to the at-
mosphere through the top and sides of the landfill as

well as from other areas where gas has migrated in the
subsurface to the surrounding neighborhood

DY
3
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o Subsurface migration by releases and diffusion through
the bottom (below ground surface) boundaries of the
land£ill

o Collection and partial control by existing perimeter
" extraction, which removes gas along portions of the
landfill slopes and boundary; by perimeter air injec-
tion, which provides an air curtain for partial con-
tainment along portions of the landfill boundary; and
by existing interior extraction, which removes gas from
within the interior of the landfill

GAS GENERATION

The estimated 1988 methane generation rate from the landfill is
between 3.8 million and 5.2 million standard cubic feet per day
(mmscfd). Although the average methane generation is decreasing,
it may continue for 35 years or more (Figure 3).

During 1987 and early 1988 EPA installed 15 multiple completion
gas monitoring wells. Probes were installed at up to six dif-
‘ferent depths, extending down to 340 feet. These probes are now
being monitored by EPA for methane concentrations, gas pressure
and sampled for analysis of other constituents in the gas strean.
Contaminants which have been detected include benzene, carbon
tetrachloride, 1,1-dichlorocethane, 1,l1-dichlorcethylene,
perchloroethylene, trans~1,2-dichlorcethylene, trichloro
ethylene, toluene, vinyl chloride, and 1,1,1-trichloroethane.

Probe monitoring data support the evaluation of subsurface LFG
migration. In the areas of high subsurface LFG migration iden-
tified in the west and east ends of the landfill, the new probes
also showed high levels of methane. With the exception of LFG
monitoring wells (GMW) No. 2 and No. 3, the probes on the east
and west ends of the landfill also showed high levels of methane
extending to the depth of the waste mass within a radius of 1,000
feet of the probe location. This information from the deep
monitoring probes indicated that subsurface LFG migration is oc-
curring at greater depths than previously known, and supports the
recommendation in the FS for installing deep LFG extraction wells
and monitoring probes at the perimeter in these areas.

The EPA probes located in the areas identified as having low LFG
migration in the FS generally showed lower concentrations than
the probes located on the east and west ends of the landfill.
Several of these probes showed methane concentratlons exceeding 5
percent, the lower explosive limit (LEL). i

10
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Additional source control and perimeter extraction wells proposed
for other areas may also reduce methane levels in this area.
However, the new data indicates that additional gas extraction
wells may be required in areas of low methane migration it
methane concentrations above 5 percent persist. The number and
placenent of these wells will depend on future monitoring data.

In summary, new EPA monitoring probe data verifies the presence
of methane at concentrations greater than 5 percent in both the
shallow and deep probes in the previously identified high migra-.
tion areas. The data.supports the distinction between high and
.low migration, but indicates that some additional gas extraction
wells may also be required in the low migration areas.

At the eastern boundary of the site, subsurface investigation
conducted by Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. (GTC) indicated
deposits of refuse within Chevron U.S.A. property. The ap-
proximate extent of refuse at the east end of the landfill is
shown in FPigure 4. This composite figqure was prepared based on
an existing topographic map of the landfill and the conclusions
drawn by GTC. .

Gas migrating in the subsurface on the Chevron property to the
east of the site would be more effectively controlled with
perimeter wells installed at the boundary of the refuse (which
extends off the OII property in this area) rather than wells in-
stalled at the legal property boundary. The zone of influence of
wells installed on the legal boundary would have to extend to the
perimeter of the waste mass in order to control gas migration.
Establishing such zones of influence within the waste mass could
lead to excessive oxygen intrusion, creating the potential for
underground fires. Smaller zones of influence within native soil
could be used to control gas migration if the wells were in-
stalled at the boundary of the refuse. The gas control alterna-
tives that involve increased gas extraction on the South Parcel
have the flexibility for modification of the conceptual design
for gas well and header placement, to batter address gas control
in this area. This modification consists of locating the
perimeter wells and perimeter header line at the edge of the
refuse and potentially redistributing a portion of the slope
wells in this area. These modifications can be accomplished
during the design phase without altering the cost estimates for
the alternatives. Pield work during the design phase will more
precisely define the extent of refuse in this area.

P
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Landfill gas is also being generated within the 11 acres of waste
located on the North Parcel of the OII site as confirmed by field
monitoring of EPA probes in 1987. A more detailed discussion of
the LFG investigation can be found in the Preliminary North Par-
cel Site Characterization Report, March 4, 1988. .

. Methane concentrations of 5 to 82 percent were found in the
probes placed within the wvaste mass and at the perimeter of

the waste mass. Generally, during monitoring, LFG was found to
be prevalent within the landfilled area, as wvell as at the
northwestern and southwestern boundaries of the North Parcel.

Lab analysis of LFG samples confirmed the presence of elevated
levels of methane. Carcinogenic and toxic organic compounds were
also found in the landfill gas.

- Methane levels (and, for the most part, levels of carcinogenic
and toxic compounds) were found to be lower on the eastern por-
tion of the North Parcel outside of the f£ill area. EPA believes
that the majority of the compounds present in this area are due
to the migration of gas away from the landfill areas on the North
and South Parcels. EPA presently assumes that control of the gas
migration problems of the filled areas of the North and South
Parcels- should eliminate the existing gas problem on the eastern
portion of the North Parcel. Based upon EPA evaluation of the
volume of the waste mass and the age of the wagste, the North Par-
cel is beyond the peak of methane generation and is producing ap-
proximately 9,000 to 14,000 cubic feet of methane gas per day.

Contaminant Release

LFG that is not collected by the gas collection systems and
destroyed by flaring is released by surface emissions or migrates
laterally through porous soil, and thus contributes to emissions
offsite around the landfill.

A portion of the LFG generated in the landfill is released or
enitted by venting mechanisms through the landfill cover. The

heat generated by the biochemical reactions in the landfill in-
- creases the vapor pressure and the rate of volatilization of or-
ganic chemicals present in the waste. The molecular weight,
reactivity, and wvater solubility of each chemical also affect
volatilization. Once volatilized, the organic chemicals are
transported with the LFG by dominant mechanisms such as diffu-
sion, convection, and barometric pressure pumping.

These release mechanisms have been documented by data on emis-
sions from the landfill surface. The areas onsite’ with the
highest amount of emissions (measured as methane) appear to be
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the slopes. The slopes have a thinner cover and are prone to
surface erovsion and instability causing fissures and cracks.
These areas, which will be further monitored during the upcoming
RI/FS air sampling tasks, also abut many residences.

Subsurface LFG migration is another release mechanism at the 0II
landfill. Methane has been detected in water meter boxes and
offsite probe locations in the residential neighborhoods at con-
centrations above the lowver explosive limit. Historically, the
area to the northwest of the landfill has not exhibited detec-
table levels of methane in the water meter boxes. The neigh-
borhood to the southwest has continued to exhibit elevated levels
of methane despite the existing LFG migration control systems at
the landfill.

Contaminant Transport Pathways

Contaminants contained in the LFG either migrate offsite in sub-
surface soils, or are emitted to the ambient air through the
landfill cover. Subsurface migration primarily occurs by diffu-
sion (due to concentration gradients) and convection (due to
pressure gradients) through refuse and soil. Chemical con-
taninants are released to ambient air through the landfill cover
onsite or via surface soils around the landfill offsite and are
transported by wind and prevailing air drainage patterns.

Contaminants may also move through the void spaces in undcr-.
ground utility conduits. The wvater meter box data indicate that
t?is has occurred and is still occurring in the southwest sec-
tion.

Urban development adjacent to the OII site in the mid-1970s
resulted in extensive grading and modifications of the original
topography. Grading required for access roads and residential
lots resulted in excavation of ridges and placement of fill in
low areas. Replaced £ill, unless compacted effectively, may be
more permeable to LFG than undisturbed material.

Geclogic formations, such as faults, may also act as pathways

for migration. Several faults have been identified in the area.
SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A preliminary risk assessment was performed to evaluate the
potential public health impacts. This assessment focused only on
the LFG issues; other issues will be incorporated into the risk
assessment for the site in the overall RI/FS.
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As of December 1986, many of thc water nctcr boxes that previ-
ously had high methane readings close to the landfill were vented
to prevent the build up of methane or other volatile con-
taminants. The data collected prior to venting indicated the
presence of methane in concentrations within the explosive range.
Methane concentrations continue to exceed the lover explosive
limit in some of these boxes, and additional venting is planned
as part of the Site Control and Monitoring Remedial Action.
These data are useful for demonstrating that subsurface migration
is occurring and still presents a risk if allowed to build up to
high concentrations in enclosed spaces. Venting of meter boxes
does not eliminate the potential for fire and explosion, since
" homes, sheds and other enclosed spaces are adjacent to the sites.
The potential for fire and explosion can only be eliminated by
controlling landfill gas to below the the explosive limit (5%) of
methane.

Methane build-up in enclosed spaces has been demonstrated at the
OII site and may pose an acute and imminent hazard due to the
risk of fire and explosion. Methane is a highly flammable gas at
concentrations between 5 percent (LEL) and 15 percent (UEL). The
water meter box and offsite probe data demonstrate that methane
gas has migrated offsite, and methane has accumulated. to con-
centrations up to 70 percent by volume in the meter boxes. If
air is added to the enclosed space and decreases the concentra-
tions to within the combustible range, a spark, lighted
cigarette, or match can cause an explosion. -

The preliminary risk evaluation is based solely on the LFG
problem and the chronic effects of LFG components such as benzene
and vinyl chloride to humans over a long-term exposure at the
site. Methods assessed in the operable unit to remediate the
methane problem may also alleviate the other components (e.g.,
benzene and vinyl chloride).

The risks associated with exposure to volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) are estimated for the residential and occupational
scenarios with inhalation as the only exposure route considered.
The inhalation route is considered in the OUFS risk assessment
since it is the criterion to be used to determine feasible tech-
nologies for the gas problem. The ambient air data were assumed
to represent the air quality inside the houses. In-house data
indicated the potential presence of contaminants, but were not
used for residential exposure because the data vere of ques-
tionable quality.
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The population potentially exposed to these contaminants includes
2,150 people within 1,000 feet of the landfill as demonstrated by
availablc data.

Contaminants detected in at least 10 percent of the ambient air
samples include benzene, carbon tatrachloride, perchloro-~
ethylene, trichloroethylene, vinyl chloride, 1,1,1-trichloro-
ethane, and toluene. Of these vinyl chloride is the only com-
pound for which there is an ambient air quality standard, which
is 10 ppb. The mean concentration between August 1983, and
August 1986, wvas 1.8 ppb, and the maximum concentration was 14
ppb. The standard vas exceeded 16 days during this time pericd,
with the last exceedance occurring on August 23, 198S.

More defined information will be available for the final risk as-
sessment to be included in the overall RI/FS after additional am-
bient and in-house air monitoring data is collected.

Exposure is estimated based on EPA’s Superfund Public Health
Evaluation Manual (1986) and CH2M HILL Risk Assessment Guidance
docunment (1986).

The daily chemical intakes via inhalation of noncarcinogens for a
70-kg adult and for 30-kg and 10-kg children in a residential
setting were compared to acceptable intakes for chronic exposure
(AIC). None of the contaminants exceeded the AIC. The daily
chemical intake for the occupational scenario did not exceed the
acceptable chronic or subchronic intake levels.

The Hazard Index for multiple exposures was calculated at less
than one, therefore, no effect is expected to occur from exposure
to the toxic chemicals at the levels found around OII.

The excess lifetime cancer risk wvas ogtinated at 1.6 x 10”4 for
the residential setting and 5.4 x 10 for the occupational
scenario. The cancer risk was dictated primarily by benzene and
vinyl chloride. However, benzene was not detected in 85 percent
of the samples collected and vinyl chloride was not detected in
50 percent of the samples. The detection limit for benzene was 5.
ppb in 1983 and 2 ppb in 1984. Thus, the cancer risk was calcu-
lated using limited data, and was affected by sensitivity in the
analytical technique. Additional data from upcoming ambient air
monitoring should allow a distinction between the background risk
posed by ambient air in the area, and additional risk posed by
contaminants from the OII site. This risk assessment will be
presanted in the overall RI/FS for the site. \
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DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

Alternatives 9 and 10 (the gas control system for the south par-
cel and the gas destruction facility, and the gas control system
for the north parcel, respectively) vere presented in the
proposed plan as the preferred alternative. No significant
changes have been made to these alternatives, although a
modification of the conceptual design for the gas destruction
facility may be required.

EPA originally proposed thermal destruction of the landfill gas
using "flare” gas incinerators. The ARAR governing emissions
from the thermal destruction of the landfjill gas has been
clarified (See the Statutory Determinations Section of the ROD).
This ARAR limits emissions of CO to 550 pounds per day, and NOx
to 100 pounds per day, and the exemption from the emissions off-
set requirements for landfill gas facilities is not allowable.
Therefore, EPA may be required to either establish sufficient ad-
ditional controls on the proposed landfill gas flares to achieve
these requirements, or consider alternative gas incinerator
designs which would allow further emissions controls.

This change constitutes a minor modification of the proposed
remedy. Thermal destruction will still be utilized and this
modification will not significantly affect the cost of the
selected remedy. Additional control equipment for flare emis- .
sions could increase the cost of the flare facility by $1 mil-
lion. Use of alternative incinerator designs may increase the
remedy costs by $1 to $2 million. Since the cost of the proposed
remedy was previously estimated at $73 million, with an accuracy
range of =30% to +50%, the cost of the remedy is not sig-
nificantly affected.

If the emissions requirement for landfill gas destruction cannot
practicably be achieved, EPA will invoke the waiver from these
requirements under SARA, on the grounds that compliance with
these requirements would cause more damage to human health and
environment (by preventing collection and destruction of landfill
‘'gas at OII) than waiving then.

Comnments wvere received which suggested that additional interim
cover or partial final cover should be applied on the slopes of
the landfill as part of this Operable Unit to further improve
control of surface landfill gas emissions. The Feasibility Study
deferred cover options for landfill gas control due to data
limitations which impacted the technical feasibility of cover
evaluation, design, and construction at this time. However, the
Feasibility study did note that integration with the cover would
be required for control of surface emissions from the site. As
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- information becomes available from studies conducted by EPA
and/or other parties, or from Site Control and Monitoring ac-
tivities, EPA will consider the feasibility of integrating addi-
.tional interin cover or partial final cover with the construction
of the selected gas control remedy, and this activity may be
added to this Operable Unit. If information becomes available to
allow development and evaluation of conceptual cover designs an
opportunity for public comment on proposed cover alternatives may
be offered, as appropriate.

Saveral of the alternatives in the Peasibility Study included
resource recovery components, howvever, these were found not to be
cost-effective, and therefore, were not included in the preferred
alternative. Although the selected remedy does not include
design and construction of a resource recovery component, it does
allow for EPA to decide to design and construct a resource
recovery component in the future if resource recovery becomes
cost-effective, and such a decision is consistent with EPA’s
other decision making criteria. .

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
The goals and objectives for remediation include:

o Limiting methane concentration to less than 5 percent
at the site boundary

o Controlling surface emissions of LFG such that total
organic compound concentration is less than 50 ppm on
the average and methane concentration is less than 500
ppm at any point on the surface through integration of
the gas control remedy and the final cover for the
site. Although, prior to final cover placement an in-
terim goal will be to reduce surface emissions to a
significant degree, a waiver from full compliance with
this ARAR will be required until the final remedy is
implenented.

o Minimizing the odor nuisance - this is directly as-
sociated with the reduction of surface emissions, and
consequently, although odor reduction will be achieved
prior to final cover placement, integration with the
final cover will be required to fully address this
problem
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o Attaining applicable or relevant and appropriate stan-
dards, requirements, criteria, or limitations under
other federal and state environmental laws according to
the terms of Section 121 of SARA (For an operable unit
compliance with ARARs (such as surface emissions con-
trol) may be waived if compliance is expected to be
achieved through implementation of the final remedy.)

- Bﬁpoditing implementation - scqucncing.and phasing
remedial activities to rapidly mitigate identified gas
problens -

o Providing consistency with final remedies - considering
potential effects of future remedial activities in
developing alternatives to mitigate and minimize iden-
tified gas problems ' )

-] Integrating gas operations - optimizing migration con-
trol by integrating perimeter and interior gas extrac-
tion systems )

o Using resource recovery technologies to the maximum ex-
tent practicable if cost-effective .

SUMMARY OF GAS FS ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives which underwvent detailed evaluation in the FS
ranged from maintaining the existing LFG systems, to extensive
additional well placements to extract LFG. LFG destruction sys-
tems ranged from simple flares to a LFG-fired steam boiler with
electrical power generation.

Two of the alternatives included a resource recovery element that
uses LFG combustion to generate steam and drive steam turbine
electrical generators. These could provide electricity for sale
to the local utility company.

Except for Alternatives 0 and 1 (no action and status quo,
respectively), the emphasis of the alternatives is on increased
collection and destruction or utilization of the LFG through
thermal destruction. Other gas cleaning or processing tech-
nologies were eliminated during the initial screening of alterna-
tives. Alternatives 1 through 9 are possible remedies for the
south parcel and alternative 10 is for the north: parcel.
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Alternative Q
No Action. Walk away, cease extraction system and air dike
operation.

Alternative 1

Status Quo. Operate cxisting systems as is.
- Alr dike==31 wells

o OII system (scope wells)--79 wvells
-] GSF asystem--64 walls
° GSPF flare station--1 blower, 1 flare
o OII flare station--3 blowvers, 3 flares
Methane collected--2.0 million standard cubic feet per day
o Percent of methane generated--52 percent
o - Percent increase--0 percent
Alternative 2

Improve Alternative 1 by replacing the header line abovegrade,
collecting condensate, and nodifying, improving, and integrating
the tlar. facilities.

Alternative 3

Minimal Additional Gas Extraction. Expansion of Alternative 2.
o Replace air dike with extraction wells

o 29 nevw perimeter wells
o 25 new interior wells
o New perimeter probes to monitor performance
Methane collected--2.4 million standard cubic feet per day
o Percent of methane generated--63 percent
- Percent increase--22 percent
Alternative 4

Intermediate Additional Gas Extraction. Expansion of
Alternative 2.
o Replace air dike with extraction wells

o 41 nev perimeter wells

o 63 nev interior wells

o New perimeter probes to monitor performance
o 1 new blowver, and 1 new flare

Methane collected--2.9 million standard cubic feet ber day
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o Percent of methane generated--77 percent
-] Percent increase--50 percent
Alterpative 5

Maximum Additional Gas Extraction. Expansion of Alternative 2.
- Replace air dike with extraction wells

° 56 new perimeter wells
o 96 new interior wvells
-] New perimeter probas to monitor performance
) 2 nevw blowers, 2 new flares
Methane collected--3.4 million standard cubic feet por day
) Percent of methane generated--90 percent
o Percent increase--78 percent
Alternative 6

Alternative 5 with gas boiler and steam generator added.
-} Net electric output--6.1 mw

-] Net revenues--$2.4 million
-] Duration of electric generation--10 years
Alternative 7
Replacenent of existing systems with a completely new system.
o 59 new perimeter wells
o 180 new interior wvells
o New perimeter probes to monitor performance
-] 6 new blowvers, 6 new flares
Methane collected--3.4 million standard cubic feet per day
-] Percent of total methane~-90 percent
o Percent increase--78 percent
Alternative 8

Alternative 7 with gas boiler and steam generator. Uses the same
resource recovery system as Alternative 6.

Alterpative 9

Modified Alternative 7. Uses existing gas oxtraction wells.
o S8 new perimeter wells
o 110 new interior wells
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108 existing wells

Nev perimeter probes to nonitor performance
o 6 nev blovers, 6 new flares

Methane collected-~~3.4 million standard cubic feet per day
- Percent of total methane--90 percent
o Percent increase--78 percent

Alternative 10

North Parcel Systen.
o 6 nev vwells and header line
o Existing LFG monitoring probes
-] Integrated with South Parcel alternative for LFG
destruction

Methane collected--.009 to .014 million standard cubic feet per
day :

In the FS, remedial action alternatives are described in suffi-
cient detail to develop order-of-magnitude cost estimates (-30 to
+50 percent) and to allow comparison of alternatives. They -are
based on the existing site data and understanding of site condi-
tions as wvell as estimates of future conditions. Information
presented concerning sizing of equipment, LFG flows, and ex-
tracted LFG quality is preliminary and is useful for evaluation
and comparison of alternatives. Values to be used for design
will be re-evaluated in the predesign or final design efforts.
In addition, data collected as part of continuing site remedial
investigation efforts will supplement understanding of current
site conditions and may help in optimizing an alternativae.
Variations in design could include:

© Number and placement of components such as header
lines and extraction wells

o0 Extraction rates
0 LFG quality (constituent éoncontration).

It should also be noted that Alternatives 2 through 8 include
facilities for the collection of condensate and/or leachate which
result from LPFG migration control remedial actions. However,
facilities and costs associated with condensate and leachate
treatment and/or disposal are not included iné these alternatives.
Leachate and condensate will be managed under EPA’s Leachate
Management Remedial Action.
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SUMMARY Of COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS or ALTERNATIVES

Alternative Nos. 0 through 2 are not acceptable gas control
alternatives because the gquantity of LFG collected would remain
the same or decrease. The potantial threat from fire and explo-
sion, and contamination of the ambient air from surface enmissions
would continue. ' .

Alternative No. 3 would provide additional partial control of LFG
in some areas. However, control of subsurface migration to less
than 5 percent methane and surface emissions to the SCAQMD re-
quirements (when the final cover is implemented) are not expected
to be achieved. Therefore, the potential threat from fire and
explosion and the contamination of the ambient air from surface
enissions would continue. The remedial goals and objectives, in-
cluding overall protection of human health and the environment,
compliance with ARARs, and long and short-term effectiveness
would not be met.

Alternative No. 4 could possibly achieve control of subsurface
migration and surface emissions in compliance with. ARARSs.
However, this level of control is not considered to be likely.

If this alternative does not achieve the ARARs, then the poten-
tial threat of fire and explosion and contamination of ambient
air could continue, therefore this is not considered an effective
alternative.

Alternative Nos. S5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 all have a high probability of
controlling subsurface migration and surface emissions (when in-
tegrated with the final cover) to achieve ARARs. This level of
control will eliminate the threat of fire and explosion and
should reduce the amount of contaminants released to the ambient
air to protective levels. These alternatives are, therefore,
protective of public health and environment. All of these alter-
natives (5 through 9) are considered roughly equivalent in their
effectiveness and implementability.

Alternative Nos. 6 and 8 include electrical generation rescurce
recovery from the LFG. An economic analysis found that the net
costs of implementation and operation and maintenance would be
increased rather than reduced by these alternatives because the
benefit to cost ratios for the resource recovery technologies are
less than one. Therefore, these two alternatives were not found
to be cost-effective. )

Alternative 9 is more cost-effective than alternatives 5 and 7
because it uses existing wells and alternative well installation
techniques. 'The 30-year present worth cost for this alternative
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(using a 3 percent discount rate) is estimated at $72 million,
compared to $90 million for Alternative 5 and $96 million for Al-
ternative 7. This alternative is also more reliable than Alter-
native 5 due to the complete replacement of the gas extraction
and flaring facilities, and is therefore considered to offer bet-
ter short and long-term effectiveness.

Alternative 10 is a separate component that will control gas
migration in the subsurface and surface emissions from the North
Parcel. This alternative is readily implementable and can be in-
tegrated with Alternative 9 which will provide LFG extraction and
destruction facilities. The 30-year present wvorth cost of Alter-
native 10 is $1.1 million.

Tables 1 and 2 provide a brief comparison summary of the alterna-
tives. These tables present information on EPA’s decision making
criteria of capital, operations and maintenance, and present
worth costs, effectiveness, and compliance with ARARs. Table 3
provides a more detailed comparison of the alternatives. This
table presents information on EPA’s decision making criteria of
overall protection of human health and environment (both short-
and long-term effectiveness and permanencs), implementability,
and compliance with ARARs.

"EPA’S selected remedy is a combination of Alternatives 9 and 10.
It offers a degree of protection of public health and environment
that exceeds that of Alternatives 0 through 4, is equivalent to
the protection offered by Alternatives 5 through 8, and is
readily implementable.

The State of California, Department of Health Services, the .
Regional Water Quality Control Board, the City of Montebello, and
the Los Angeles County Department of Health Services all support
the selection of Alternatives 9 and 10 as the selected remedy.
The local community group, H.E.L.P., Homeowners to Eliminate
Landfill Problems, also support the selection of Alternatives 9
and 10.

The California Waate Management Board, and one local community
member preferred Alternative 7 over Alternative 9, because they
were opposed to the inclusion of functional existing gas extrac-
tion wells at OII. EPA considers it to be more cost-effective to
include these functional wells rather than replacing them un-
necessarily. EPA'’s selected remedy provides money to replace
these wells when they are no longer functional, as part of yearly
operations and maintenance.
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Table 1
ALTERNATIVFES COMPARISON SUMMARY
OI1 LPG MICRATION CONTROL

Alternative . Effectiveness ) Cost Estimateg
Tonovative of  ~ Estinated ProbabITIty of ($ Millions)
Resource Recovery Additional l.l?ﬁ Heeting or pita .

No. Description Technology ~ Collection (%) Exceeding ARARs  Investsent onf

0 No Actfon No - No 0 0
1  Status Quo No 0 No ) o 1.6
2 Improved Ststus Quo No 0 No 5.8 1.5
3 Minimal Cas Extraction vith LFGC Flaring No 420 l'n;tlnlly 15.5 2.0
&4 Interwediste Gas Extraction with LFG Flaring No . +45 Possibly 5 % | 2.5
5 Maximum Gas Extraction with LFC Flaring No +70 Righ Probability 321 .0
6 Maximum Gas Extraction with LFG Bofler Yes 470 Bigh Probability 46.6 ' l.l."
and Steam Power Ceneration . : 3.0°

7 Replacement Gas Extraction with LFG Flaring No +70 High Probability 45.3 2.6
8 Replacement Gas Extraction with LFG Boiler d
and Steam Power Generatfon Yoo +70 High Probabilicy 59.8 l.()e

2.6

9 Modiffed Replacement Gas Extraction with LFG No +70 High Probability 27 2.3

Flaring

10  North Parcel System No _ +70 ‘High Prohabilicy 0.4 0.038

-

%1hese costs are order-of-magnitude level estimstes (1.e., the cost estimates have an expected sccuracy of -30 to +50 percent).
bpercent tncresse over projected (based on LFG generation model) LFG collected fn 1990 uaing existing LFG facflftfes.
c()peutlonlﬂalntemnce, net estimated annual costs, 30 years, rounded off.

d(\»erntlon/ﬂalntemnce. net estimated annual costs, 0-10 years, rounded off.

"upeutlnnlﬂalmenance, net estimated annual costs, 11-30 years, rounded off.

.
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Table 2 .
NET PRESENT WORTH OF ALTERNATIVES

Precent Worth Rates ($ millions)

Alternative Project Life (EE 3 0%
1 _ 30 years 31.1 24.4 15.0
45 years 37.5 . 27.2 15.1

60 years 41.4 28.3 - 14.9

2 30 years 35.3 29.0 20.0
45 vyears 41.6 31.7 20.2

60 years 45.5 32.5 20.2

3 30 years 54.1 45.7 - 24.0
45 years 62.3 49.4 34.3

60 years 67.6 51.1 34.3

4 30 years 71.5 61.1 46.5
45 years - 82.1 65.9 4€.9

| 60 years 88.8 68.1 46.9

5 30 years '90.0 77.5 60.C
45 years 103.0 83.5 60.6

60 years 111.2 86.2 60.6

6 30 years 94.0 82.2 67.7
45 years 107.0 88.8 68.4

60 years 115.3 91.5 68.4

7 30 years 96.1 85.2 69.R8
45 years 107.6 90.4 70.2

60 years 114.9 92.9 70.3

8 30 years 100.2 90.5 77.5
45 years 111.6 95.8 78.1

60 years 119.0 98.0 78.1

9 30 years 71.6 61.9 42.4
45 years 81.5 66.5 48.8

60 years 87.9 68.6 48.9

10 30 years 1.1 1.0 0.2
45 years 1.2 1.0 c.7

60 years 1.2 1.0 0.7
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Effectiveness Criteria

EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 0

Alternative 1

Altemative 2

Protectiveness of Human Health and the
Envivonment .

o Estimated veduction in methane
normally released as surface s
esissions and subsurface aigrstion

o Surface emisaions control - comply
with ARARs (less than 50 pps aver-
sge; 500 ppa maximum at any point);
compliance requirement deferred to
the final remedy

o Subsurface migration control - comply
with ARARs (less than 5 percent st
the boundary)

o Source control - LFG collection at
the source

o Resource recovery
o Odor comtrol

Ielllbllltl

o Potential for poor performance
or fallure of system components
(assuming design criteris repre-
sent actual field conditions

0 Operations]l flexibility to address

variations betwveen desfgn criteria
and actus)l field conditions

-t

VALY /on -

Will not comply

Will not comsply.

NA

Will not comply

W11l not comply

No additional source control

None

Inadequate

Poor relfabilfity as
evidenced by current
operstional problems
at aite

NA

Will not comply

Will not comply

No asdditional source control

Insdequate

Improved relfability
8light reduction (not
estimatable) due to
systea improvements

Systems improvements are
expected to allow greater

flexibility in flare system . (»
operation and header
maintenance




Bffectiveness Criteria

Table 3

{Continued)

Alternative 3

Alternative &

Altermative S

Protectiveness of luman Health and the

Envivonsent

o Estimated reduction in methane

norsally released as lur‘.cc enissions

and subsurface sigration

o Surfsce emisafons control - comply
vith ARARs (less than 50 ppa aver-
age; 500 ppm max{mum at any point);

cospliance requiresent deferved
to the final resedy

o Subsurface sigration control - comply
vith ARARs (less than S5 percent at

the boundary)

o Source control - LFG collection st

the source

o Resource recovery

o Odor control

Relfabilicy

o Potential for poor performance or

failure of system components

(assuming desfgn criteria represent

actual field-conditions)

o Operational flexibility to address
varifations between design criteria

and actual field conditions

120 /0N -

Reduction estimated at
0.4 amscfd (22 percent
reduction in methane release)

Additions] extraction wells
on slopes; mounitoring data
required to determine complf-
ance} more likely to comply
than Alternatives 1 and 2

Additional extraction vells at
the landfil] perimeter; moni-
toring dats required to deter-
sine compliance; not likely
to comply -

Addicionsl interior wells will
collect more LIG from within
the refuse than Alternstives 1
and 2

None
Some reduction from addi-

tional wells on landfil) slopes

Low; costs Include periodic
replacesent of equipsent,
standby gas blower, and
flare capacity :

Liquid/leachate pusp provided
for each well {f necessary;
use of oversized collection
headers to allow additional
well installations, flexi-
bility limited by existing
systems layout (f.e., header
configuration and well design
and placement).

Reduction estimated at
0.9 mmscfd (50 percent
reduction in methane release)

More wells on slapes than
Alternative 3; more likely to
co-p;y than Alternatives 2
and

Hore wells on perimeter than
Alternative 3; more likely to
co-p;y than Alternatives 2
and

More interfor wells than
Alternative 3 will collect
more LFG

om

Crearer reduction in odors
than Alternative 3

Reltabilicy of LFG collection
and flaring is same as
Alternative 3

Same as Alternative 3

Reduction estimated at
1.4 smecfd (78 percent
reduction in methans relesse)

Maximum well coversge of “add on®
sltematives, more likely to
comply than Alternative 4. High
probability of complfance.

Haximum well coversge of "add on"
alternatives, more likely to
co:tly than Alternative &. High
probability of compliance.

Maximm well coverage of “add on"
siternatives; should provide
greater degres of source control
than Alternative &,

None

Greater reduction in odors
than Alternstives 3 and &

Relisbilicy of LFG collection
and flaring is same as )
Alternative 3

Sase as Alternative 3



Effectiveness Criteris

Table 3

(Continued)

Alternative 6

Alternative 7

Protectivensss of Human Heslth and the
nvironsent

o Estimated reduction in methans
normally released as cur‘ucc enfssfons
and subsurface sigration

o Surface emissions control - comply
with ARARs (less than 50 pps sver-
age; 500 ppm maximum at any point);
complisnce requirement deferred to
the final remedy

Reduction estimated at
1.4 smecfd (78 percent
reduction in methane relesse)

Sams as Alternative 5

Alternative 8

Reduction estimated at
1.4 smscfd (78 percent
reduction (n methane release)

Createst potential for control
due to integration of complete
systes through design and
construction does not rely
on exfsting well locations

Reduction estimated at
1.4 mmscfd (78 percent ve-
duction {n methane vrelesss)

Same as Altemstive 7

and header configuration.
Isproved relisbility enhances
" protectiveness.
o Subsurface migration control - comply Ssme ss Alternative S Sane as Alterndtive 7
with ARARs (less than 5 percent at

the boundary)

Greatest potential for control
due to integration of complete
system through destgn and
construction does not rely

on existing well locations
and header configuration.
Isproved reliability enhances
protectiveness.

o Source contro) - LFG collection at Same a8 Alternative 5
the source

Createst potential for control
due to integration of complete
systema through design and
construction does not rely

on exfsting well locations

and header configuracion.
Juproved reliability enhances
protectiveness.

Same a9 Alternative 7

o Resource recovery None Power generstion with LFG
bofler/steam turbine gene-
rator; an estimated 6000 kW

of power may be recovered

Power generstion with LFG
boller,ltul turbine gene-
rator; sn estisated 6000 kW
of pover may be recovered

“l.

o Odor control Createst potential for control
due to integration of complete
systes through design and
construction does not rely

on existing well locations

and header confipuration.
lmproved reliability enhances
protectiveness.

Same level of odor control
o8 Alternative 5

Same level of odor control
as Alternative 7

10TV /0 '




Effectiveness Criteria

Table

(Continue./s

Alternative &

Alternative 7

Alternative 8

Relfabfifty

o Potential for poor performance or
failure of system components
(sssuming design criteria represent
actual field conditions)

o Operationa) flexibilicy to address
variations between design criteris
and actual €ield condfitions

NA = Not Applicablle.
a

Reliability of LFG collection
and flaring {s same as Alter-
native ); power generation
equipment requires high main-
tensnce and is less reliablg
than other components

Same as Alternative )

Reliability of LFG collection
and flavring is greater than
for all other alternatives
becauss all facilities are
new

GCreatest flexibility, instal-
lation of cosplete new system

. 18 not tied to exiating flare

facilities, existing header
configuration, or well design
and location.

Reliability of LPG collection
and flaring is same as Alter-
native 3; powver generation
equipaent vequires high main-
tenance and {s less rslisble
than other components, Over-
all reliability better than
Alternative 6 but less than
Alternative 7.

Same as Alternative 3

Reduction of methane normally relessed ss surface emfssfons and subsurface migration are based on LFG generatfon and loss estimates
projected for 1990, Normal methane losses in 1990 srve defined as those that would occur utilizing existing factlities (e.g., as in
Alternatives 1 and 2). Hethans loas reductions presented are approximations based on sssusptions and theoretical) cslculations.

They are useful for purposes of comparing alternatives but do not reflect actual valuss.
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Effectiveness Criteria

' Protectiveness of Human Health and the
Envivonment

o Estimated reduction in ssthane
normally released as surface N
enissions and subsurface nigration

o Surface emfssions control - comply
wvith ARARs (less than 50 ppa aver-
agej 500 pps maximus at any point);
compliance requirement deferred to
the final remedy

o Subsurfsce sfgration control - comply
with ARARs (less than 5 percent at
the boundary)

o Source control - LFG collection at
the source

o Resource recovery

o Odor control

Relisbtlfcy

o Potential for poor performance
or failurg nf system components
(assuming design criteria vepre-
sent actusl field conditions

o Operatfional flexibilicy to address
variations between design criteria
and actusl field conditions

1 AT3Y /084

. Table 3
(Continued)

Alternative 9

Reduction estimated at 1.4 mmacfd
(78 percent in methane release)
sethane per day.

Greater than Alternative $,
spproximately equal to
Alternstive 7 once existing
vells are replaced. High
probsbility of complisnce.

CGreater than Alternative 5,
approximately equal to
Alternstive 7 once existing
wells sre replaced. Righ
probability of compliance
wvhen integrated with the
final cover.

Greater than Alternative S,
spproximately equal to
Alternative 7 once existing
wells ave replaced. High
probability of cospliance

None

Greater than Alternstive $,
approximately equsl to
Alternstive 7 once existing
vells are replaced. High
probability of compliance

Reliabilicy 1s high. All
facilities other than existing
wvella will be new. Relia-
bilicy will be the same as
Alternative 7 when new wells
are replaced.

With the exception of existing
well locations, great flexi-
bility, installation of new
systea no tied to existing
header configurations or

flare facilities. Easfer
installatfon of pille driven
and single completion wells
improves flexibility

Alternative 10

Reduction of estimated release
of about 11,500 cubic feet of
nethane per dsy

Likely to comply with the
requiresents

Most 1ikely to comply with the
requiresents

Maximm well coversge

None

Would cut down odor muisance
vith high probability of
cospliance,

Relfiabilicty fs high and would
increase with a nevw cap

Use of overafze headers allows
additjonal well installation




Implementability Criteris

Ta

]

IMPLEMENTABILITY EVALuacION OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 0

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Technical Feasibility
o Use of provea technology

o Ease of {nstallation and time to

implement

o Short-ters construction-related

environmentasl ispacts

o Short-term construction-related

health risks

o Operational problems and
considerations

Availability of Technology

Operations and Maintenance

Adminiscrative Feasibility

o Adainistration of operating,
saintenance, monitoring, and
reporting activities

o Persitiing considerstions

N/X = Not applicable

LATIV/085-]

N/A

N/A

/A

n/a

N/A

/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Gas extraction wells and gae
flaring are currently used.

N/A

N/A

N/A

Header line breakages; inade-
quate condensate collection;

corrosion of u;ulpuut; lack

of adaquate safety and backup
systems,

N/A

Continuation of existing
long~term opersting, main-
tenance, and sonftoring of LFG
facilities and site.

Continuation of existing
operations.

None.

Gss extraction welle and gae
flaring are currently used.

Replacesent and isprovement
of existing systesms can be
fsplenented within 1 yesr of
project initiastion.

Nofse, LFC emissions, odors,
and dust during excavation
to be controlled,

Potential contact with haz-
ardous vastas. Requires
appropriate health and safety
procedures.

Probless ‘should be reduced
by recommended improvements.

Demonstrated technology in
LFG applicationa. Equipment
for gas extraction and flar-
ing system improvements {s
readily available. :

Requires long-term operating,
saintenance, and monftoring of
LFG facilfities and site.

Continuation of existing
operations. :

None.




Juplementability Criteris

Table )
(Continued)

Alternative 3

Alternative &

Alternative 5

Technical Feasibility

o Use of proven technology

o Rsse of installstion snd tims to
implenent

o Short-tera construction-related
environmental impacts

o Short-term construction-velated
health viaks

o Operational problems and
considerations "

Availsbility of Technology

Operations and Maintenance

Adeinistrative Feasidility

i {085-2

Cas extraction wells and.ges
flaring are currently used.

Straightforvard; less than

2 years estimated for imple-
sentstion. Well construction
on slopes morve difficult than
perimeter wells,

Noise, LVG emissions, odors,
and dust during drilling/
excgvation to bs controlled.

Potential contact with haz-
ardous waste. Rsquires
appropriate haalth and safety
procedures,

Probleas sre sinimized by im-
plesentation of improvements
recommended in Altermative 2.

Deaonstrated technology in
LFG applications. Equipment
and supplies for gss extrac-
tion well {nstallstion and
flare systea expansion are
svailable.

Requires long-ters opersting,
maintenance, and monitoring
of LFG facilities and site.

Requires specisl personnel
safety procedures due to
potential hazard associated
with LFG,

Gas extraction wells and gas
flaring are currently used.

Straightforward, but more wells
installed; less than 2 years esti-
mated for iaplementation. Uell

construction on slopes more

difficult than perimeter wells.

Noise, LFG emissions, odora, snd
dust during drilling/excavation

to be coantrolled.

Greatest potentisl for contact with
hazardous wvaste. Requires sppropri-
ate health and safety procedures.

Problems are sinimfzed by implemen-
tation of {mprovements recommended

fa Alternative 2.

Demonstrated technology in LFG
spplications. Equipment and

supplies for gas extraction well

installation and flare system
expansion are svailable,

B8ame as Alternative 3, but lcr.cr.

in scope due to larger systes.

Gas extraction wells and gas
flaring are currently used.

Straightforvard, but more
wells instslled; less than
2 years astimated for im-
plesentation, WUsell con-
struction on slopes more
difficult then perimster
wells. .

Noise, LFG emissions,
odors, and dust during
dritiing/escavation to be
controlled.

Greatest potential for con-
tact vwith hazardous waste.
Requires appropriate health
and safety procedures,

Problems are minimized by
isplesentation of {sprove-
sents recommended {n Alter-
native 2.

Demonstrated technology in
LFG applications. Equip-
sqnt and supplies for gas
extraction wvell installas-
tion and flare system ex-
pansion are available.

Ssae ss Alternatives 3 and
&, but larger in scope due
to larger system.

Alternatives 5 and 6 should include permits required for expanded flare station. Permits for

Alternative 3 are incomsplete,




Implementability Criteris

Tab.

(Continued)

Altermative 6

Alternative 7

Alternative 8

Administrstive Feasibility

o Adafnfgtration of operating,
saintenance, monitoring, and
reporting sctivities

o Permitting considerations
expanded gas flaring systes.

Technical Feasibility
o Use of proven technology

o Esse of installation and tise to
implement

o Short-term construction-related
environmentsl impacts

o Short~term construction-related
health risks

o Operstional problems and
considerstions

Availability of Technology

LE%

Operstions snd Maintenance

LAT3Y/085-)

Larger scope than Alter-
natives 1 and 2.

SCAQMD permits required for

Gas extraction wells and gas
flaring are currently used at
site. Boiler/steas turbine
systems srs widely smployed.

Seme difficulty as Alterna-
tive 5; less than 2 years
estimated for implesentastion.

.

Nofisa, LFG eaissfons, odors,
snd dust during drilling/
excevation to be controlled,

Potential contact with hazard-
ous waste. Requires appropri-
ate health and safety proce-
‘lt..o .

Problems are reduced by
iwpléhentation of improve-
sents recomsended in :
Alternative 2.

Same as Alternative 5.
Boiler/steans turbine systems
are readily svallable process
equipsent.

Same a8 Alternative 5, but
larger in scope.

Larger scope than Alterna-
tives 1, 2, 3, and 4.

Sams as Alternative ).

Gas esxtraction wells and gas flaring
are curreantly used at site.

Straightforward; more difficult than
Alternatives 3 and 6 dus to number
of wells installed; less than

2 years estimated for
imsplessntation.

liofse, LVG enfssions, odors, and
dust during drilling/excavation
to be controlled. :

Potentisl contact with hazardous
vaste. Requires sppropriate heslth

_ and safety procedures.

Probless are minisfized by replace-
sent of al) existing facilities.

Sama as Altcﬁtlvc S.

Same as Alternative 5, but larger
in scopa.

Larger scope than Alter-
tives 3}, 2, 3, and 4.

Sanes as Alternative 3.

Gas extraction wells and
ges flaring are currently
used at site, Bofler/
steam turbine systems are
widely employed.

Straightforvard; move dif-
ficult than Alternatives S
and & due to nusber of
wells installed; leas than
2 years estimated for
implesentstion.

Nofise, LVG emissions, odors,
and dust during driliing/
excavation to be controlled

Potential contsct with hez-
srdous waste. Requires
sppropriaste health and
safety proceduras,

Problams are sinimized by
replacament of 3l] exfsting
facilictesn.,

Sane &8 Alternative 5.
Boiler/steam turbine sys-
tems sre raadily availadle
process equipment.

Same as Alteruative 5,
but larger in scope.
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Isplementability Criteria

Technical Feasibility

o Use of proven technology

o Ease of installation and tise to
isplesent

o Short-term construction-related
envirdnsentsl impscts

o Short-term construction-related
health risks

o Operstional probless and
conslderations

Availability of Technology

Operstions snd Maintenance

Aduinistrative Feasibilfty

o Administrstion of operasting,
maintenance, monitoring, and
reporting activities

o Permitting considerations

LATIV/0RS-5

Ts 3
(Continued)

Alternative 9

Gas extraction wells and gas
flaring are currently used
at site

Straightforvard, less difficult
than Alternative 7 due to fewer
nev well installactions and
easier installation methods;
less than 2 years estissted for

" implementation

Nofse, LFG emisaions, odors,
and dust during drilling/
excavation to be controlled.

Potentfial contact with hazard-
ous waste. Requires appro-
priate health snd safety
procedures. Pile driven wells
reduce potential for hazardous
wvaste contact.

Probleas are sinimized by
replacement of all exiating
facilities, excluding func-
tional extraction wells,

Desonstrated technology in LFG
applications, [Rquipment snd
supplies for gas extraction well °
fnstallation and flave systes
conatruction are available.

Requires long-ters operation and
maintenance, and sonitoring of
LPG facilities and sice.

Requires specfial personnel
safety procedures due to

potentis]l hazards associated
with LFG,

Same as Alternatives 5 and 7

Sase as Alternacive 3

Altermnative 10

Gas extraction wells and gas
ﬂnrtn; ave currently used at
South Parcel :

Rasier installation methodsj
estinated less than 1-year time
for implementation

Nofse, LFG emissions, odore snd
dust during drilling excavation
would be controlled.

Potential contact with hazardous
vaste. Requires appropriate
heslth and safety procedures.

Probleas will be minimized
with proper design of
extraction wells,

Demonstrated technology.
Equipment snd materials
vesdily availsble.

Requires long-term operstion
and maintenance including
monitoring. Requires trained
personnel for safety proce-
dures dus to potential hazarde
assoctsted with LFG,

Same a8 other alternatives

Ssee as other altermatives




SELECTED REMEDY ~ ALTERNATIVES 9 AND 10

ALTERNATIVE NO. 9--MODIFIED REPLACEMENT ALTERNATIVE

Although this alternative considers fewer new extraction wells
than Alternative No. 7, it is designed to provide approximately
the same level of protection by using existing extraction wells.
This alternative includes the following major items:

o

Installing 58 ncv.porin.tor LFG extraction wvells, as shown
in Figure S, with placement focused on minimizing offsite
LFG migration.

Installing 48 pile driven wells on the top deck of the
landfill with placement focused on- maximizing source control
of LFG.

Installing 50 shallow and 12 deep slope wells with placement
focused on reducing surface emissions, and controlling in-
termediate to deep subsurface migration at the perinmeter.

Installing new integrated perimeter and interior LFG headers
(abovegrade) .

Including functional existing gas extraction wells and gas
monitoring probes.

Installing 58 multiple completion monitoring wells at the
property boundary.

Iﬁ-talling landf£ill gas destruction facilities with a
capacity of approximately 9,000 cfm, and an automated con-
trol station for the gas control system.

Installing abovegrade condensate sumps to collect condensate
from gas headers.

Installing leachate pumps in gas wells to de-water saturated
zones, and installing abovegrade leachate sumps.

The LFG extraction wells proposed in this alternative will be
cross-tied such that all gas collected from the landfill can be
mixed and sent to a unified gas destruction facility.

24
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Well Construction

Four different types of gas extraction wells have been con-
sidered and included in Alternative No. 9 for control of the
South Parcel LFG problems. The selection of different types of
vells for different locations wvas based on landfill geometry,
refuse characteristics, subsurface geclogy, and the expected ef-
fectiveness in controlling LFG at specific locations identified
earlier in the OUPFS report.

Initially, emphasis will be placed on perimetar extraction
vells along the vest and east ends of the landfill, vhere the
most severe migration problems have been identified. Peri-
meter gas extraction wells at these locations will be drilled to
depths equal the elevations of deepest refuse within 1,000 feet
from the site boundary. Additional perimeter extraction wells
will be sequenced according to a phased approach discussed under
"Phasing of Alternatives." Perineter extraction wells will be
constructed as multiple completion wells with three or more well
casings and screens at three or more depth intervals.

¥Wells on the slopes, particularly on the benches, will be drilled
to a depth of between 60 to 90 feet by a drilling and/or driving
Bethod. These wells will be constructed with a single well
casing with perforations and gravel packing at the bottom half of
the well. 1In addition, to assist in perimeter migration control,
about 12 deep single-casing wvells are planned to be installed at
the first bench. These wells would be installed along the wvest
and east ends of the landfill. Along these boundaries, it is ex-
pected that approximately every third slope vell on the first
bench will be a deep well. The depth of such wells would be ap-
proximately 175 feet. Specific design of these deep wells would
depend on conditions encountered during drilling.

Additional gas extraction wells will be placed on the top deck.
These wells will be pile Ariven. The depth of these wealls will
be extended below the elevation of 450 feet throughout the
landfill. At the western end of the landfill, depths may vary
due to the suspected liquid/leachate problem.

Expected longevity of Gas Extraction Wells |
The expected longevity of sach type of well discussed above

depends on various landfill factors, quality of construction
methods, and long-term operation and maintenance.procedures.
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Wells constructed within the refuse will experience wear and tear
from the landfill settlement, corrosion and plugging of wells
from landfill liquid/leachate, and froa particulates/ sediment
deposits clogging up vell screens. Based on experience from the
existing landfill gas extraction systems in Southern California,
it is estimated that the wells within refuse will have an average
life of 7.5 years. This estimate may be further revised based on
actual drilling and construction experience encountered at site-
specific locations.

Wells drilled within'the native soil, specifically at the
landfill perimeter, are expected to last longer. Average life
expectancy of these vells is assumed to be 15 years. This ex-
pected longevity of the perimeter wells is based on information
made available to EPA by the L.A. County Sanitation District.

As existing wells utilized by the South Parcel Alternative No. 9

require replacement, the location and design of the replacement
will be optimized to improve performancs.

The capital cost of Alternative 9 is estimated at approximately
$27 million, and annual operations and maintenance is estimated
at $2.3 million as shown in Table 4 (estimates are -30% to +50%).

ALTERNATIVE NO. 10--NORTH PARCEL SYSTEM

EPA’s remedial investigation at the North Parcel found LFG within
the landfilled portion of the site. This landfilled

area contains approximately half a million cubic yards of refuse,
and it is estimated that some gas will be produced for more than
30 years due to the continued anaercbic degradation of the
refuse.

Based on the volume and depth of refuse, a conceptual layout of
six gas extraction wells to control gas migration/emission from
the North Parcel wvas prepared. (Figure 6 represents the
schematic layout of the extraction system.) This extraction sys-
tem will control existing and potential migration of gases from
the property boundary and mitigate surface emissions from the
landfilled portion of the North Parcel. This component includes
the following najor itens:

o Installing 6 single completion extraction wells to thc depth
of refuse (up to 50 feet).

o Inatal;lng 1,500 feet of header lines.

26



Table 4

COST SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 9

MODIFIED REPLACEMENT ALTFRNATIVE WITH LFG FLARING

Cost Items

LFG Gas Extraction System Improvements

New Perimeter

New Interior

LFG Destruction System
Type~Flare

Ancillary Items

Protective Equipment
Decontamination and Disposal
Startup

Health and Safety
Construction-Related Equipment
Bid Contingency (5%)

Scope Contingency (10%)
Permitting and Legal (5%)
Services During Construction (8%)
Engineering Design (9%)

TOTAL (Rounded)

Cost Item

New LFG System
TOTAL (Rounded)

Short~-Term
Capital Costs
($1,000's)

$g8,00¢C
7.300

900

686
28

90
1,134
858
949
1,899
1,092
1,747

2,221
$26,900

Long-Term
O&M Costs
($1,000's)

$2,280

$2,300

Note: Order-of-magnitude level estimates (expected accuracy
range of ~30 to +50 percent) at annual operation and main-

tenance costs.
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LFG collected by this component will be fed to the flare system
included in Alternative 9. The expected quantity of gas to be
collected by the extraction system under this alternative may
vary between 9, 000 and 14,000 cubic feet of methane per day. The
capital cost of this altcrnativc is estimated at $400,000, and
annual operations and maintenance is estimated at $38,000 as
shown in Table 5 (estimates are -30% to +50%).

EMISSION ESTIMATES

The landfill gas disposal technologies used by the gas control
alternatives all involve thermal destruction of the gas. 1In or-
der to estimate potential emissions from the gas destruction
technologies, a review of South Coast Air Quality Management Dis-
trict (SCAQMD) source test data was performed. This data was
from actual emissions tests performed by SCAQMD on similar tech-
nologies (i.e., flares, boilers, etc.) used at other landfills in
southern California. Estimates of emissions per million Btus of
LFG destroyed by cach tcchnology wvere developed from this data
base.

In addition, potential emissions from flares and various resocurce
technologies vere calculated using the maximum gas extraction
rate of approximately 136 million Btus per hour. Flare and in-
ternal combustion engine emissions were estimated using the maxi-
nun emission factor, since the mean emissions factor

developed from many nonhazardous waste landfills was not con-
sidered representative of the situation at OII.

All of the LFG destruction technologies are estimated to exceed
SCAQMD’s new source review requirements for carbon monoxide (550
pounds per day) and nitrogen oxides (100 pounds per day) at the
maximum gas extraction rates using the maximum emission factor.
Therefore, EPA may be required to either establish sufficient ad-
ditional controls on the proposed landfill gas flares to achieve
these requirements, or consider alternative gas incinerator
designs which would allow further emissions controls.

This change constitutes a minor modification of the proposed
renedy. Thermal destruction will still be utilized and this
modification will not significantly affect the cost of the
selected remedy. Additional control equipment for flare enis~-
sions could increase the cost of the flare facility by $1 mil-
lion. Use of alternative incinerator designs may increase the
remedy costs by $1 to $2 million. Since the cost of the proposed
remedy was previously estimated at $73 million, with an accuracy
range of ~30% to +50%, the cost of the remedy is‘not sig-
nificantly affected.
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Table 5
COST SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE NO.
NORTH PARCEL SYSTEM

Cost Itenms

LFG Gas Extraction System Improvements
" New Interior

Ancillary Items
Protective Equipment
Decontamination and Disposal
Startup
Health and Safety
Construction-Related Bquipment
Bid Contingency (5%)
Scope Contingency (10%)
Permitting and Legal (5%)
Services During Construction (8%)
Engineering Design (9%)

TOTAL (Rounded)

Cost Item

New LFG System
TOTAL (Rounded)

10

Short-Term
Capital Costs
($1,000's)

$ 200

30
3
3
2

14

13

26

15

24

30

$400

Long-Term
O&M Costs
(310000'3)

38

3

@

Note: Order-of-magnitude level estimates (expected accuracy
range of =30 to +50 percent) at annual operation and main-

tenance costs.
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If the enmissions requirement for landfill gas destruction cannot
practicably be achieved, EPA will invoke the waiver from these
requirements under SARA, on the grounds that compliance with
these requirements would cause more damage to human health and
environment (by preventing collection and destruction of landfill
gas at OII) than waiving them.

Initial EPA screening results indicate that exposure to the
highest concentrations of pollutants would be expected within ap-
proximately 550 yards (one-half kilometer) from the site. Based
on this initial screening, a location on the North Parcel farther
awvay from nearby residents is considered to be the most suitable
location for the LFG disposal equipnment.

Additional modeling will be performed to account for the effects
of local topography and meteorology on emissions from the LFG
destruction equipment. Detailed modeling will be performed
during the design phase to optimize disposal equipment placement.
Source testing will be performed once a remedy is implemented in
order to collect actual data on emissions and destruction ef-
ficiencies.

PHASING OF ALTERNATIVES

It is anticipated that the selected gas control remedy for the
OII site will require a phased implementation in order to op-
timize protectiveness, implementability, cost-effectiveness, and
consistency with the final remedy. A conceptual phased implemen-
tation approach is described below. PFurther consideration of the
implementation strategy will be required during design and con-
struction of the remedy, and may require modification of this
conceptual approach.

PHASE 1A

o The purpose of Phase 1A is to implement perimeter migration
control in the areas of highest priority (along the west,
south and east boundaries of the South Parcel) to reduce the
potential for explosive levels of methane gas to accumulate
in nearby residential neighborhoods. This would be the ini-
tial phase of perimeter control in these areas, to be
conplemented by additional well installations, if necessary
during Phase 2.

o The perimeter control system will be installed in areas ac-

cessible around the boundary of the site (this excludes most
of the boundary along the Pomona freeway where no access
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road exists). The perimeter system will be designed and in-
stalled to be compatible with the final cover for the South
Parcel.

' The perimeter system includes multiple completion gas wells

(upper and lower screened intervals) and multi-depth gas
monitoring probe installations. Extraction wells will be
installed in the air dike area. Any potential benefits of
using the air dike system in conjunction with the extraction
wvells will be explored.

The flare station site will be prepared and a foundation
constructed which will be adequate to handle the anticipated
equipment needs of the entire gas remedy. Flares and
hardware components to provide adequate capacity for the
initial phasc will be installed.

Any existing systems included in the selected remedy would
also be included in the implementation of Phase 1A.

PHASE 1B .

The purpose of this phase will be to increase the effective-
ness of source control at the site. This increased source
control may improve perimeter migration control, par-
ticularly in the deeper areas of gas migration, and reduce
surface enissions.

Additional interior source control wells will be installed
on the top deck of the South Parcel. Installation will be
designed to be compatible with the final cover for the South
Parcel.

PHASE 2

The purpose of this phase will be to improve gas control in
the priority areas of the landfill perimeter. Cost-
effectiveness will be optimized by limiting the number of
wells installed during the initial phase, and following up
with installation of additional wells only where required to
achieve gas migration control durinq Phase 2.

Installation of probes and wells 1n Phases 1A and 1B will
also be phased. Additional gas wells and gas probes will be .

- installed based on an evaluation of the effectiveness of the

initial gas wells. These additional wells will be installed
in areas where gas migration has not been controlled, and
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wvhere it is considered to be prudent and consistent with the
final remedy to install these wells. Additional flares and
hardware will be installed as necessary. .

. PHASE 3

o The purpose of this phase will be to increase control of
areas of high surface emissions prior to placement of the
final cover in order to reduce the potential for exposure to
the LFG in the ambient air.

o A limited number of shallow slope wells will be installed in
areas of particularly high surface emissions. These wells
vill be designed to be consistent with the final remedy for
the site. A limited number of wells will be installed
during this phase, since application'of final cover should
increase the effectiveness of individual wells. Additional
flares and hardware will be installed at the flare station
as necessary.

PHASE 4

o As the final cover (selected in a future ROD) is installed
at the site, it will be integrated with the existing control
systens. The perimeter wells will be installed along the
boundary with the Pomona Freeway. Additional perinmeter
vells, slope wvells (shallow and, if necessary, deep), and
top deck wells will be installed to achieve the CWMB re-
quirement of less than 5 percent methane at the perimeter,
and the SCAQMD 1150.1 surface emissions requirements of less
than 50 ppm total organic compounds averaged over the sur-

face and less than 500 ppm methane at any point on the sur-
face.

PHASE X

o Expand the systems if necessary to control toxic and car-
cinogenic compounds in the gas to health based levels. The
purpose of this phase will be to provide additional LFG con-
trol in areas where levels of hazardous LFG constituents are
still being emitted at concentrations that could cause sig-
nificant impacts to the public health.
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PHASE Y

o Install Alternative 10 on the north parcel, once it is
determined that the north parcel vaste mass will remain in
place. This phase will allow integration of the gas control
remedy for the north parcel with the south parcel control
system.

The selected remedies described in this section are conceptual.
Changes in the actual design and phasing approach may occur
during design and construction. 1In addition, although analysis
contained in the Feasibility Study and the Administrative Record
indicated that resource recovery options were not expected to be
cost-effective, EPA may decide to implement a resource recovery
component if, in the future, it is determined to be cost-~
cffoctivo,and consistent with EPA’s other decision making
criteria.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy will eliminate the risk of fire or explosion
due to landfill gas accumulating offsite by controlling methane
concentrations to less than 5 percent at the landfill boundary.
Surface emissions and subsurface landfill gas migration will be
reduced as will the potential for exposure to toxic and/or car-
cinogenic compounds contained in the landfill gas at OII. The
landf£ill gas destruction facilities will be located and designed
to provide adequate protection of human health and the environ-
ment from emissions which could be expected to occur. Monitoring
of the selected remedy, once operational, will occur as part of
operations and maintenance, the overall RI/FS, and/or S-year
remedy reviews, to ensure adequate protection of human health and
environment.

Short-term risks associated with the remedy include risks posed
by well installation, and operation and maintenance of the sys-
ten, with the potential for exposure of workers to explosive
levels of methane and high levels of toxic and/or carcinogenic
compounds in the landfill gas. Landfill gas emissions from
drilling activities should dissipate rapidly and are nct expected
to cause unacceptable short-term risks offsite. Health and

safety activities will be conducted during construction, and
operations and maintenance activities to ensure adequate protec-
tion of human health and environment. Other shortsterm risks
during construction should be similar to those posed by most
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heavy construction projects. Construction activities will be
conducted in accordanco with applicable health and catcty re-
quirenments.

Gas wells and probes will be designed to reduce the potential for
cross-contamination of groundwater during construction and opera-
tion. Collection of leachate froa saturated zones encountered by
gas wells, and condensate collection from gas pipelines should -
reducs potential releases of contaminated liquids from the site.

The potential for landfill gas to contaminate groundwater will
also be reduced by the increased gas collection afforded by the
selected remedy. —

No unacceptable short-term risks or cross-media impacts will be
caused by implementation of the remedy.

The selected remedy will be designed to attain the following ap-
plicable regqulations unless otherwise noted. ARARs vere iden-
tified from Federal, as well as more stringnnt pronulqated State.
environmental and pﬁblic health law-. -

rodcra; regulations apply tc the leachate and condensate that
vill be collected from the gas control system. Thess liquids
will be treated to the POTW pretreatment requirements in com-
pliance with the Clsan Water Act at an cnsite treatment facility
constructed under EPA’s lLeachate Management Remedial Action. -
Prior to the treatment plant conatruction these liquids will be
transported to an offsite treatment facility in compliance with
the Department cof Transportation (DOT) Rules for the Transporta- -
tion of Hazardous Materials, and in compliance with EPA’s offsite
dizposal policy. -

The State of California has the following ARARs which are en-
forced by various aqnncio:° _

1. Hazardous Waste COntrol Lav (Administered by CA DOHS -

under Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 30) - The hazardous -~

wvaste management requirements of this law are ap-
plicable and will be attained. The closure and post
closure requirements will not be attained by this
operable unit. A waiver is being invoked for this -
operable unit since closure and post closure require~ -
ments will be addressed by subsequent renodial actions
at the site.
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- Solid Waste Management and Resource Ricovcry Act of

1972 (Administered by the California Waste Management
Board and lLos Angeles DOHS under Title 14, Division 7)
= Requirements for monitoring and reporting for
landfill gas migration, and migration control under
Title 14, Section 177035 - Gas Control are applicable.
A vaiver is being invoked for the Title 14 closure and
post closure requirements since they will be addressed
by subsequent remedial actions at the site.

California Air Pollution Control Regulations - Ambient
Air Quality Standards for Hazardous Substances
(Administered by California Air Resources Board under
Title 17, Section 70200.5) - Applicable standard for
ambient concentrations of vinyl chloride not to exceed
10 ppb over a 24~hour period.

South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules and
Regulations (The California Air Resources Board
delegates state authority to SCAQMD to enforce air
quality in the local basin.)

Requlation IV - Prohibitory Rules

Rule 401 - Visible Emissions - Limits visiﬁlo emissions
from any point source to Ringleman No. 1 or 20 percent
opacity for 3 minutes in any hour.

Rule 402 - Nuisance - This rule prohibits the discharge
of any material (including odorous compounds) that
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the
public, businesses, or property or endangers human
health, comfort, repose, or safety. The selected
remedy will require application of the final cover in
order to adequately control odors at the site. There-
fore a vaiver is invoked for this ARAR since it will be
addressed in subsequent remedial actions.

Rule 403 - PFugitive Dust - This rule linmits onsite ac-
tivities such that concentrations of fugitive dust at
the property line shall not be visible and the downwind
particulate concentrations shall not exceed 100
micrograms per cubic meter above upwind concentrations.

Rule 404 - Particulate Matter - This rule limits par-

ticulate emissions to a range of 0.010 to 0.196 grain

per standard cubic foot depending on the volume of to-
tal stack gases. 4
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Rule 407 - Liquid and Gaseous Air Contaminants - This
rule limits carbon monoxide emissions to 2,000 ppm and
sulfur dioxide emissions to 500 ppm. The sulfur '
dioxide limit does not apply if the tnsl meets the
provisions of Rule 431.1. L
Rule 409 - Combustion Contaminants - This rule iimits
the emission of combustion contaminants to 0.10 grain
per standard cubic foot at 12 percent carbon dioxide.

Rule 431.1 - Sulfur Content of Gaseous Fuels - This
rule limits burning of fuel gas that has greater than

800 ppm hydrogen sulfide unless stack gases are cleaned

to below the equivalent concentration.
Requlation XI - Source Specific Standards -

Rule 1150.1 - Control of Gaseous Emissions from Active
Landfills - This rule requires installation of a
landfill gas contrcl system and combustion, treatment
and sale, or other equivalent method of landfill gas
disposal. The rule requires perimeter landfill gas
monitoring probes to evaluate offsite migration. It .
also limits ccncentrations of total organic compounds
to 50 ppm over a certain area of the landfill, and
linits maximum concentration of organic compounds
(ncasa:od as methane) to 500 ppm at any point on the
surface of the landfill. A final cover will be re-
quired to comply with this Rule and, therefore, a

waiver is invoked for this operable unit because subse-

quent remedial actions will attain this ARAR.
Regulation XIII - New Source Review

Regulation 13 requires that whenever a permit is re-
quired for a new pioc.\of equipment or modification to
an existing piece of equipment at a facility or a site,
that emissions be controlled using best available con-
trol technology (BACT) and that smissions be offset by
other emissions reductions at the sazme facility or

other nearby facilities. BACT is a series of emissions o

limits, process, and equipment specific requirements
[see definition at 1301(e)]):- The SIP is reviewed by
the State Air Resources Board and the EPA for com-
pliance under the Federal Clean Air Act. The net al-
lowable cumulative increase in emissions are detailed
in sSCAQMD Rule 1303 and 1306. :
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Under SCAQMD Rule 1304(b) (2), there is an exemption
from the offset requirements at 1303(b) (2) (C) for a
landfill gas control or processing facility. The ex-
emption wvaives the requirement to find enough criteria
enissions offsets if the owner or applicant for the
permit has: (1) provided all required offsets available
by modifying sources owned; or (2) demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the SCAQMD Executive Officer that the
owner or applicant neither owns, nor operates other
facilities within the district that could be modified
to provide such offsets. .

The State Implementation Plan (SIP) is reviewed by the
State Air Resources Board and the EPA for compliance

-under the Federal Clean Air Act. Howvever, EPA has not

approved the exemption from the offset requirement, nor
is such an exemption approvable as part of the SIP (40
CFR 51.165). Therefore, the offset requirement as con-
tained in the SIP applies.

Moreover, on August 31, 1988, a moratorium on construc-
tion or modification of major stationary sources of
carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds went
into effect (33 FR 1780; 40 CFR 52.24). A major source
is defined as one wvhich emits or has tlie potential to
emit in excess of 100 tons per year of a specified pol-
lutant. Plares may be considered to have the potential
to emit in excess of 100 tons of CO per year.

Additional ARARs for Resource Recovery Equipment
SCAQMD Regulation IV - Prohibitory Rules

Rule 474 - Fuel-Burning Equipment Oxides of Nitrogen -
This rule limits the concentration of oxides of
nitrogen to a range of 125 to 300 ppm for gaseous fuels
depending on maximum gross heat input.

Rule 476 - This rule applies to boilers larger than 50
million BTU per hour. Oxides of nitrogen may not

exceed 125 ppm, combustion contaminants may not exceed
11 pounds per hour and 0.01 grains per standard cubic
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Huture ARARS

Because of the failure of the South Coast Air Basin to
attain the ozone and carbon monoxide standard by the
statutory deadline, EPA has been required by the courts
to promulgate a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) which
wvould expeditiously achieve those standards. Since EPA
has not yet proposed a PIP, no FIP requirements apply
to the OII gas control remedial action at the present
time. However, EPA may promulgate a final FIP within
one year. The FIP will likely contain additional
stringent requirements for new and existing sources.
Some of these requirements may apply to the 0II gas
control remedial action. Also, such requirements may
constitute ARARs at the time of the S5-year review, and
may necessitate further controls.

Cost-Effectiveness

The selected remedy affords overall effectiveness proportional to
its cost such that the remedy represents a reasonable value for
the money. When the relationship between cost and overall effec-
tiveness of the selected remedy is viewed in light of the
relationship between cost and overall effectiveness afforded by
the other alternatives, the selected remedy appears to be cost-
effective. The selected remedy provides protection of public
health and environment that exceeds that of Alternatives 0
through 4, and is equivalent to the protection offered by Alter-
natives 5 through 8 (when integrated with Alternative 10). The
two resource recovery alternatives (6 and 8) were found not to be
cost-effective. The benefit to cost ratios for these two alter-
natives vere less than one, indicating that the net costs of im-
plementation and operation and maintenance would be increased
rather than reduced by these alternatives. The 30 year present
worth costs of Alternatives 5 and 7 (combined with Alternative 10
to provide similar degrees of protection) are estimated at $91
million and $97 million respectively compared to $73 million for
the selected remedy. The estimated present worth cost of the
selected remedy is equivalent to the estimated present worth cost
of Alternative 4 combined with Alternmative 10, which provides
less control of subsurface gas migration and surface emissions
(with the potential for explosive levels of landfill gas to con-
tinue migrating offsite) than the selected remedy.
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gtilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment (ox
Resource Recovery) Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable
The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment or
resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.
The landfill gas which is collected by the selected remedy will
be incinerated in flares. The flares or other gas incinerators
represent a permanent solution for landfill gas destruction be-
cause the methane is burned and over 99 percent of the hazardous
constituents in the gas stream are destroyed. Most of the

remaining emissions from the flares are susceptible to ultra-
violet degradation.

Several resource recovery options were evaluated in the
Peasibility Study, however, it was determined not to be prac-
ticable to implement resource recovery technologies at this time.
Resource recovery was determined not to be practicable due to the
local utility company’s (Southern California Edison) electrical
capacity surplus, and the low anticipated electrical buy-back
rates during the life of a resource recovery project. Other
resource recovery technologies which did not involve electrical
generation were also evaluated in the FS but were found not to be
practicable due to high cost, technical feasibility, market con-
siderations, etc.

If, in the tutﬁr.. the situation changes and resource recovery
becomes a viable option at the site, the EPA will reconsider inm-
plementing a resource recovery component.

| _ :

The selected remedy satisfies the preference for treatment to ad-
dress principal threats posed by the site (within the scope of
the operable unit). It is estimated that 90 percent of the
methane gas produced at the site (as well as the associated toxic
and carcinogenic compounds contained in the gas stream) will be
collected by the selected remedy. This represents a 78 percent
reduction in the volume of methane gas currently escaping from
the site. The gas will be incinerated using landfill gas flares
or other incinerators which have a destruction efficiency of over
99 percent for most of the hazardous compounds in the landfill
gas. In addition, leachate and condensate (hazardous liquids)
collected by the gas control system will be treated under EPA’s
Leachate Management Remedial Action. Therefore, the selected
remedy will reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the
landfill gas, leachate, and condensate through the use of extrac-
tion, collection, and treatment.
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Additional information concerning EPA’s remedy selection criteria
is included in the Summary of Comparative Analysis of Alterna-
tives Section of this ROD, and in the OUFS, and the Administra-
tive Record.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EPA conducted the Leachate Management Feasibility Study (LMFS) to identify
and evaluate various alternatives for managing leachate collected at the
Operating Industries, Inc. (OII) Superfund site, which can be implemented
prior to the completion of the overall Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS). The purpose of this document is to elicit comments from the
public, and state and local agencies, prior to EPA’s decision on what
leachate management action to take. This decision will address leachate
management until the final remedial action for the site is implemented.

Improvements to the leachate collection system will be addressed separately
through continuing site control activities, and the on-going overall RI/FS
for the site. The overall RI/FS will}éake several years to complete and
implement. During this period, site conditions and problems will be better
defined and remedial action alternatives will be developed to address the
broad :aﬁge of problems associated with the site.

Background

The OII landfill is a 190-acre Superfund site located in Monterey Park,
California. The landfill was operated from 1948 to 1984, and was used for
disposal of municipal and industrial waste. The landfill contains hazard-
ocus wastes and hazardous substances, and was listed on the National Priori-
ties List (NPL) as a CERCLA (Superfund) site in 1986 (see Figure ES-1).

A leachate collection system was installed by Operating Industries in the
early 1980s to control off-site and on-site surface seeps and has subse-
quently been expanded. The leachate is presently collected and stored in
tanks ("Baker” tanks) on-site until it is removed by vacuum trucks and
transported off-site for treatment and sewering. The leachate is a
hazardous waste containing oil and grease, heavy metals, and volatile and
semi-volatile organic compounds.

P
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Overview of the Feasibility Study

Identification of Response Actions and Technologies:

General types of remedial actions were identified from which alternatives
for managing the leachate could be developed. On-site treatment, off-gite
treatment, on-site disposal, and off-site disposal were all considered
potential actions for management of leachate collected at the site. Tech-
nologies for each type of action were screened to determine which would be
effective for the specific conditions present at the OII site. Those that
were considered technically feasible were developed into remedial technolo~
gies for further screening and evaluation. A "no action" alternative was
considered as a baseline against which other alternatives could be

compared,

!'our'types of on-site treatment technologies were considered. Incineration
and biological treatment were eliminated from further evaluation due to
technical considerations. Chemical and physical treatment technologies
were identified which would be effective for treating the OII leachate.

Six treatment processes were developed from these technologies which
provided varying degrees of treatment and emissions control. These

' processes were further screened and evaluated in the study.

Two on-site disposal technologies were identified; land application, and
evaporation in lined ponds. Land application (recycling of the leachate)
was eliminated from further consideration based on technical concerns.
Evaporation in lined ponds was further screened and evaluated in the study.

Both off-site treatment, and off-site disposal (without treatment) were
considered further. No action was also considered further to provide a
baseline for comparison of the other alternatives.

Initial Screening

The technologies were assembled as alternatives to bescreened and
evaluated. The alternatives included:

ES-3
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0 on-site treatment

- six on-site treatment processes;
o on-site disposal (without treatment)

- evaporation in lined ponds
o off-site treatment

- leachate trucked to off-site treatment facility;
° off-site disposal (without treatment)

= leachate trucked to off-site disposal facility;
© no action

- no operation of the leachate collection system,

no removal of leachate from the collection tanks.

These alternatives were screened based on the effectiveness of protection

of public health and environment, and on cost. Based on this initial '
screening, five alternatives were eliminated. Two on-site treatment pro-
cesses, on-site disposal, and no action were eliminated due to public

health and envirdnmental concerns. Off-site disposal was eliminated due to
public health and environmental concerns, as well as cost. A summary of

the results of the initial screening of alternatives is presented in Table 1.

Detailed Evaluation

Only off-site treatment, and on-site treatment were evaluated further.
Off-site treatment and the four on-site treatment processes were evaluated
in detail, based on technical feasibility, institutional and public health
requirements, and environmental impacts. A detailed cost analysis was also
conducted. The present worth costs of the alternatives were compared at
discount rates of 6% and 8% over operatiocnal periods of five years and
thirty years. A five-year period was chosen to assure consistency with the
final remedy, expected to be implemented in approximately five years. A
summary of the results of this detailed evaluation, using a discount rate

of 6% is presented in Table 2.

ot
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF INITIAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative Results of Initial Screening

Reason for Elimination

No Action
Off-site treatment
Off-site disposal
On-site disposal

On-site treatment

Alt.1 - Gravity separation sewer disposal

Alt.2 - Gravity separation, coagulation
addition, DAF, filtration, air
stripping with off-gas treatment
sewer disposal

Alt.3 - Same as Alt.2 with GAC replacing
--afr stripping/off-gas treatment

Alt.4 - Same as Alt.3 with air stripping
without off-gas treatment added
prior to GAC

Alt.5 - Same as Alt.4 with off-gas treat-
ment added

Alt.6 - Same as Alt.5 with UF/RO added and
reuse of effluent

Eliminated

Consider further
Eliminated

Eliminated

Eliminated

Consider 'further
Consider further
Eliminated

Consider further

Consider further

Potential adverse public health and
environmental effects

Potential adverse public health
effects, EPA policy, permanency,
cost

Potential adverse public health
effects, permanency

Potential adverse health and
environmental effects, permanency

Potential adverse health effects,
permanency ‘
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Preferred Alternative

On-site treatment is EPA’s preferred alternative. This alternative, unlike
off-site trucking of untreated leachate, reduces potential health and
environmental impacts which could be caused by a truck accident, or a spill
at the point of loading or unloading. Operation of an on-site treatment
plant would be more reliable due to EPA control of all phases of the treat-
ment process from leachate storage on-site, to control of the treatment
process, and storage and testing of treated water prior to discharge. EPA
control of treatment plant design would enable construction of a treatment
plant with safety features to prevent and contain potential spills, and
control emissions from the plant to prevent odors and reduce noise.

In addition to the public health and environment, and reliability consider-
ations, on-site treatment is also the least costly alternative. EPA has no
control over off-site treatment costs, and if rates were to increase,
off-site treatment would become even more costly. In addition, if EPA
chose an off-site treatment plant which was to go out of business, or had a
significant violation of regulations, EPA would be forced to look for a
different.leachate managément alternative.

EPA identified four potential sites for on-site treatment facilities, which
are presented in Appendix G. An additional site was also identified based
on discussions with representatives of Monterey Park and Montebelloc. This
site is also identified in Appendix G. Although specific cost estimates
were not prepared for this site, it is anticipated that plant costs would
be similar to those for other sites.

EPA released the draft Leachate Management Feasibility Study in March 1987
for public comment. The initial comment period was held from March 9 to
April 13, 1987. In order to make sure that adequate review time was
provided, EPA reopened and extended the public comment period through May
11, 1987. A responsiveness summary was prepared to accompany the Record of
Decision consisting of a review and summary of the comments received on the.
Feasibility Study and including EPA’'s responses to these comments.

120-RI2-RT-FQUD-1



1.0 INTRODUCTION

EPA is conducting this study to identify response actions and develop and
evaluate alternatives for managing leachate collected at the Operating
Industries, Inc. (OIl) landfill site, which can be implemented prior to the
completion of the overall Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).
By addressing leachate management separately from the overall RI/FS, this
study will enable the EPA to identify the best alternative for managing the
leachate until the RI/FS is completed. The leachate is a hazardous waste.

The overall RI/FS will take several years to complete and implement.
During this period, site conditions and problems will be better defined,'
and remedial action alternatives will be developed to address the broad
range of problems associated with the site. The leachate management
alternative which is selected from this study must be consistent with the
remedial action which will be identified in the overall RI/FS. To assure
this consistency, alternatives selected from this study should not prevent
implementation of a future remedial éction_, and will have the potential to
be incorporated in a future remedial action.

This study will assess the feasibility of leachate management alternatives
using the criteria of adequacy of protection of public health, welfare and
the environment; cost effectiveness; and consistency with the final site
remedy. Federal and state applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARS) will be identified and used in the formulation and
screening of alternatives.

Improvements to the leachate collection system are not addressed in this
study, but will be addressed separately through continuing site control
activities, and the overall RI/FS for the site. Site control improvements
to the collection system will be implemented prior to the conclusion of the
overall RI/FS.

1-1
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N ~or

The feasibility study has been prepared in accordance with the provisions
of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, the Compre-
hensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)
(42 U.S.C.960.1, et seq.) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The
‘U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) document Guidance on
Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA has also been followed.

Data and informatiocn used in prepafing the feasibility study were obtained
from the following sources:

o Initial Remedial Measures for the Operating Industries, Inc.
Site, RI/FS, November 11, 1985, Woodward-Clyde;

o Leachate bench-scale treatability studies performed by Camp
Dresser & McKee Inc., 1986 (Appendix E); ¢

o Operating Industries, Inc. Landfill Site Closure Plan (draft),
October 1983, Lockman & Associates;

0 Analysis of the OII leachate from 1983 to 1986 (Appendix C): and

o Interview and discussions with individuals knowledgeable about
the landfill’s operations (listed in Appendix A).

1. SITE LOCATION AND BACKGROUND

The OII Landfill is a 190-acre facility located at 900 Potrero Grande
Drive, Monterey Park (Los Angeles County), California as shown in Figure
1-1. California Highway 60 (Pomona Freeway), built in 1974, divides the
site into a 4S5-acre north parcel and a 145-acre south parcel.

Prior to the use of the site as a landfill- (1948) .the area was being
quarried for sands and gravels. From 1948 to 1952 the site was used
primarily to dispose of municipal garbage. In 1952, the landfill site came
under the ownership of the Monterey Park Disposal Company which later
became OII. From 1952 to 1984 the site was operated as a trash dump and
industrial waste landfill.

In 1975, the Monterey Park City Council limited disposal at the landfill to
the area south of the Pomona Freeway. In 1976, the Los Angeles Regional

1-2
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Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) limited the disposal of liquid wastes
to the western most portion of the south parcel, (see Figure 1-2), and
RWQCB required monitoring and reporting of all wastes, including liquids
disposed of at the site. Prior to 1976, there was little or no monitoring,
‘accounting or reporting required. The site contains wastes characterized
as hazardous by the California Department of Health Services (DOHS) and the
EPA.

In 1980, OII applied to the DOHS for a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit with
the intent to comply with Section 3010 of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). On December 18, 1981, DOHS granted OII an Interim
Status Document (ISD). The interim status permitted OII to continue
operating and receiving hazardous wastes. The ISD specified the require-
ments that OII would have to comply with in order to gain a RCRA Part B ‘
permit. Inspections conducted by the DOHS and the EPA during August and
December of 1982 found the OIl facility in violation of several 1SD

" provisions. Rather than making the capital expenditures to bring the

facility into full ISD compliance and to file an application for the RCRA
Part B permit, in January of 1983, OII declared its plan to cease accepting
hazardous liquid wastes for disposal.

Prior to January of 1983, problems had been developing at the site.
Methane gas was migrating off site and leachate bleeds or seeps were
observed at several locations on the face of the landfill. Of great
concern to the public were leachate seeps migrating beyond the landfill
boundary into adjacent properties. Furthermore, residential neighborhoods
adjacent to the landfill had registered numerous odor complaints. Recog-
nizing the landfill as a potential threat to public health, welfare, and
the environment, the State of California placed the OII landfill on their
list of Priority Hazardous Waste Sites in January of 1984. 1In October of
1984, the OII landfill was proposed for the EPA National Priority List
(NPL) of uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. The OII site was officially
added to the NPL in May of 1986. Appendix B contains a detailed historical
background of the OII facility.

1-4
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1.2 WASTE TYPES

Solid wastes, sludges, slurry and liquid wastes have been disposed of at
the OII landfill site dating back to 1948. The south parcel was in contin-
uous use from 1958 to 1984, and operated under a variance (Resolution
60-58, October 7, 1958) issued by the City of Monterey Park. In the vari-
ance, the types of acceptable and non-acceptable wastes and methods of
disposal are defined (see Appendix H). The permitted types of waste
acceptable for disposal at the site did not change during the remainder of
land-£illing operations. However, the RWQCB in 1976 (order #76-30)
increased the allowable ratio of liquid waste to uncompacted rubbish from
10 gallons per cubic yard to 20 gallons per cubic yard. There is no infor-
mation on the types of solid wastes disposed of in the landfill. .
Table 1-1 shows annual waste quantities and average ratios reported monthly
by OII to the RWQCB. During the reporting period of 1976-84, over 285
million gallons of liquid wastes were disposed of at the site. Table 1-2
shows the generic type of liquid wastes comprising the 285 million gallons
and their approximate percentages.

In addition, many hazardous wastes may have been disposed of at OII that
were improperly or not clearly described on the OII monthly reports, or
were disposed of illegally without manifests.

1.3 NATURE AND EXTENT OF LEACHATE PRCBLEM

1.3.1 LEACHATE SEEPAGE/MIGRATION

Leachate is a liquid that forms within landfills as a result of the
following processes: (1) rainfall and drainage that percolates into the
landfill; (2) liquid wastes disposed of in landfill; and (3) biodegradation
of organic waste disposed of in the landfill. when the volume of leachate
exceeds the absorption capacity of the dry solids and soil, it will accumu-
late in the voids and pockets of the landfill. Leachate tends to percolate
downward within the landfill until relatively impervious layers are encoun-
tered. Hydraulic gradients can be produced which cause leachate to move

1-6
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TABLE 1-1
WASTE QUANTITIES*

. Gallons of

Solids Solids _ Liquid Liquid per cu yd
Date (tons) (volume, cu yd) (volume, gal) of solid waste
1976} 429,956 2,863,506 27,000,000 9.42
1977 $33,230 3,554,852 65,360,898 18.39
1978 524,415 3,401,575 60,919,152 17.91
1979 476,483 3,018,467 56,470,680 18.71
1980 419,587 2,797,640 42,607,320 15.23
1981 289,925 1,933,466 20,307,000 10.50
1982 Data not available
1983? 264,127 1,760,453 9,186,711 5.21
1984’ 133,821 892,140 3,767,400 - 4.22

285,620,000 '
:for 6.5 months
’fo: 11 months
for 6 months

*Data from OII monthly reports to RWQCB

1-7
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~ TABLE 1-2
GENERIC LIQUID WASTE TYPES

DISPOSED OF AT OII FROM 1976-1984

(A figures are approximate values based on general
descriptions appearing on OII monthly reports to the RWQCB)

M m watetl......‘...........'..........I...................... 60
M' wateramoild.l..'.'...........'.'.l....................QC.. 12
Dtilling M.......................I................'..'..........
mmttm‘..................l............................ ..... e
utex “stes...........'...I.........I.l..‘.......'.......l.......
Paint sluge.......‘...........‘..............O..'.................

cmlmt...................................‘....l'.................

carmn black m “tet..........'..‘.........'.....-....'-........
Remining genetlc w’....-.........lt.Q.......Q. ................ 1 L]

Alkaline solution

Aluminum sludge and flocculent

. Animal fat and water
Asbestos pulp and water
Asphalt and water
Brake fluid

Brine

Burnishing media
Burner (baghouse) dust

Carpet material and water

CAT CR catalyst
Caustic soda
Caustic solution
Cement and water
Ceramic glaze
Cleaning compound
Coconut

Corn syrup

- Creosote

Dairy wastes
Diamogion silica
Dough and water

FCC fines and water
Fiber glass

Film gelatin

Filter clay

Fish and water

Food processing wastes
Glass dust and water
Glue and water
Grease waste and water
Ink and water

Lime and water

wn wn
P P oP OF ¢P I 4P OF oP

RN

Lint and water
Liquor
Metal dust and water
Mineral water

Molasses and water

Nickel, copper and water
Oxides (Al, Pb, Si, 2r)
Organic waste

Perlite

Petroleum industry sludge
Plastic dust

Polymer sludge

Rain water

Resin, PVC and water

Rouge and water

Rust sludge

Sand and water

Sawdust and water

Settling basin sludge
Slurry

Soap and water

Sodium silicate

Starch and water

Stretford solution

Sulfur fines in water
Tank sludge

Tar pit sludge

Tile glaze

Waste paper

Waste water

Wax (polishing compound) and water
Welding flux

G
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horizontally and appear as surface bleeds or seeps on the face of the land-
£ill. Leachate seeps usually occur where the landfill soil cover is the
thinnest, such as the toe of terraced slopes. If uncontrolled, the leach-
ate may migrate from the landfill site as surface runoff (as the result of
seeps) or percolate downward through underlying materials into saturated
zones and contaminate groundwater. .

Leachate seeps have been cbserved at several locations on the landfill
dating back to 1982. The worst of the seepage has occurred in the
southwest perimeter of the south parcel. Figure 1-3 shows the landfill
areas where seepage has been cbserved. As can be seen in the figure, three
of the four seepage areas are near the perimeter of the area where liquid
. wastes were disposed of'during the 1976 to 1984 period. The arrows depict
the approximate locations where liquids have been noted in properties :
beyond the landfill boundary. The seeps in the Iguala Park area have been
of sufficient quantity to flow across the sidewalk adjacent to a park area
and into the road. fThe liquid was thought to be leachate because it was
observed to have an "oily sheen" and it discolored the sidewalk. Seeps
were sampled and analyzed by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District in March 1983 and ‘by the Department of Health Services in October
1983, various organic and inorganic constituents were identified which
suggest that the liquid was leachate. These seeps, as they occur, will be
sampled and analyzed as a part of the EPA’s ongoing RI/FS.

The leachate seepage and off-site migration into adjacent properties is a
major concern. The OII landfill leachate, as specified by RCRA and
codified in the Federal Register (40 CFR 261.3), is a hazardous waste. As
such, it poses a serious threat to public health and welfare and to the
environment. Further discussion of the potential impacts are presented in
the No Action/Endangerment Assessment section.

1.3.2 LEACHATE CONTROL

Action has been undertaken at the landfill to control and prevent leachate
seeps from occurring. Construction of a leachate collection system by OII
began in the early 1980s, in response to an order from the State of
California. As the seepage problems worsened, OIl was directed (AQMD

1-9
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Abatement Order #2121-1, April 1983) to expand the existing collection
system, and, wherever a new seep was observed, it was to be brought under
control within a 48-hour period.

The present leachate control system at the OII site is a combination of .
french drains (trenches), collection wells, sumps, pumps, leachate lines,
underground collection tanks, and above-ground Baker storage tanks. The
existing leachate collection system can be divided into five different
geographical areas. Referring to Figure 1-4, Area I on the southeast side
of the site consists of trenches, perforated pipes and leachate disposal
wells drilled into dry refuse. Liquid waste disposal was not legally
permitted on this portion of the landfill. However, there have been
leachate seeps. Since the installation of the Area I collection system no
surface seepage has occurred in this area. ’

The Area 1I leachate collection system consists of the six Iguala wells.
The Iguala wells were installed to prevent leachate seeps in the Iguala
Park area southwest of the OII boundary. The wells are 70 to 80 feet deep,
generally extending through approximately 10 to 15 feet of landfill rubbish
and into native earth material. The wells were equipped with electrically
powered submersible pumps. Leachate collected from the wells is pumped
into a collection manifold pipe connecting the six wells to the underground
tanks in leachate collection Area III. There are five other wells in Area
II that are not connected to the collection system. In the past, leachate
has been pumped from these wells into vacuum trucks. There is no record of
pumping for the past several years. Two new collection wells have been
installed as part of EPA’s Expedited Response Actions for the site. These
wells are part of the collection system installed to prevent seeps in the
Iguala Park area, and are located 50 feet on either side of well #L-18.

Additionally, two gas extraction wells (3-7 and 3-9) have been outfitted

with pumps and will be used as leachate extraction wells. The wells are
northwest of Area II. '
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The leachate collection system in Area I1I, on the southwest corner of the
site, consists of a series of buried, perforated pipes and ttenches dis-
‘charging into three buried steel tanks. The buried steel tanks consists of
one 3,500 gallon tank which has the upper part of both ends perforated, an
8,000 gallon tank and a 10,000 gallon tank. Each tank can be individually
pumped cut. The tanks are resting in a gravel bed which can also be pumped
‘to remove local leachate collected within the gravel bed surrounding the
tanks. The 3,500 gallon tank, with perforations in the upper part of each
end, is for collecting leachate in the gravel bed surrounding the cluster
of tanks. All three tanks are from old vacuum trucks and do not meet
current regulations for buried tanks. EPA plans to replace these tanks as
part of a separate action.

Southwest and down-slope of the buried tanks, along the boundary of OII,' is
a french drain system which flows to a 36-inch diameter gravel sump.-
Leachate is pumped from the sump to the buried tanks.

Leachate collected in the buried tanks in Area 1II is pumped to three
20,000 gallon, above-ground Baker storage tanks located in the vicinity of
the surge tower in Area IV. Leachate is removed from the storage tanks by
'a vacuum truck and transported off-site for treatment and disposal. During
the period from April 1983 through October 1984, the leachate was trucked
to and disposed of by OIT in the active landfill working area in the
western portion designated for liquid waste disposal. OIl was ordered by
the State of California to cease this practice in September, 1984.

The main leachate collection system in Area IV on the west gside of the site
is similar to the system in Area 111, consisting of perforated pipe and
trenches which feed to a 36-inch diameter sump in the vicinity of the surge
tower. Leachate is pumped from the sump by two air lift pumps into the
"surge tower. The surge tower serves as a standpipe providing adequate head
to gravity flow leachate into the buried tanks in Area III.

The leachate collection system in Area V {s very similar to the system in
Area I, consisting of trenches, perforated pipe and leachate disposal wells
drilled into dry refuse. 1It is believed that leachate?seeps occurred in

_ this area during the stock piling of dirt immediately up-slope. When the
dirt was removed, the leachate seeps disappeared.

1-13
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Repairs and improvements to the existing leachate collection system will be
made by EPA as part of the Site Control and Monitoring remedial action,
prior to the implementation of the leachate management remedy.

1.3.3 LMATB VOLUME

For the purposes of comparing mnagemenf. alternatives, an estimate was
developed of the volumes of leachate/liquid that will be collected and
require treatment and/or disposal. When the expanded leachate collection
system was put into operation in April of 1983, the collected leachate was
disposed back into the landfill. This procedure continued until October of
1984. During this period, no on-site hauling records were maintained.
General estimates were made by OII as to the frequency which the storage

" tanks were evacuated. From these estimates an average daily collection ‘
rate of 30,000 gallons was approximated. Starting in October 1984, when
the collected leachate was hauled off-site, trucking manifests were
required. The leachate volumes presented in Figure 1-5 were developed from
actual trucking manifest data provided by Lockman and Associates and
Ecology & Environment. Figure 1-5 depicts a running four-week average of
-the estimated daily collection rate, based upon the volumes of leachate
pumped from the storage tanks and trucked off-site.

A running four-week average was used in order to smooth out the variability
associated with the pumping of the storage tanks. An examination of the 20
months of recorded pumpage doesn’t show a marked "wet season” increase in
the rate of leachate collection. As more data becomes available, it will
be analyzed for "wet season” impacts. By providing on-site leachate
storage, it is believed that wet season increases in leachate collection

can be adequately managed.

Leachate was collected by OII at a rate of 25,000 to 30,000 gallons per day
during the period from April 1983 to October 1984, when the leachate was
being redisposed into the landfill. Collection rates showed an initial
steep decline after October 1984, which may reflect the cessation of
leachate redisposal. Deterioration of the collection} system may also be
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reflected in the decline. Since the initial decline following cessation of
leachate redisposal leachate collection rates have stabilized. Collection
rates vary throughout the year but average approximately 4 to 6 thousand
gallons per day.

Several factors contribute to the continued leachate production at the
site: .

-] Metabolic liquids produced by decomposition of the waste mass;
© Liquid infiltration through the surface of the site;

o Liquids squeezed ocut of pore spaces as the landfill settles;
o Approximately 300,000 gallons of manifested liquids were

- deposited since 1977, and additional large volumes were deposited
historically.

EPA estimates that volumes of leachate and hazardous liquids collected at
OII will increase to approximately 10,000 gallons per day during the .
interim period before implementation of the final remedy for the site.
This volume increase will be due primarily to improvements to the existing
collection system and to improvements to collect condensate which is
currently being recirculated through the landfill.
Condensate is a hazardous liquid which is generated from the cooling of
moisture saturated gas during gas extraction. Currently, limited volumes
of condensate are collected at the GSF and OII flare stations. Drip legs
in the gas systems currently re-inject condensate into the landfill. As
collection is expanded to trap the re-injected condensate, collected
volumes could increase to several thousand gallons per day.

Additional amounts of liquids will be collected as the collection system is
expanded to de-water inundated gas extraction wells and perimeter gas
monitoring probes. Equipment decontamination during the ongoing RI/FS and
construction activities will also generate minor additional volumes of
liquids which may require treatment. '

1-16

120-RI12-RT-FQJD-1



A combination of these factors contribute to EPA’s estimate of interim
leachate collection of 10,000 gallons per day. EPA believes this is the
best estimate for formulating remedial action treatment alternatives and
cost comparisons. ’

In the future, even greater volumes of hazardous liquids could be collected
due to the potential need to collect and treat the following:

© Additional shallow leachate as a source control measure to
prevent contamination of perched groundwater;

o Additional deep leachate as a source control measure to prevent
groundwater contamination;

o Additional condensate resulting from expansion of the gas
- collection system;

0  Additional leachate collection to enhance gas extraction.

Contamination has been detected in the groundwater in the site vicinity.’
Extraction and treatment of groundwater may also be required in the future.
During the hydrogeological investigation, the water generated by well
development, purging, and pump testing may have to be treated prior to
discharge. ‘

1.4 LEACHATE CHARACTERIZATION

The quality of leachate obtained from the Operating Industries, Inc.
landfill has been highly variable, based on review of over 70 sets of
sampling data from the past 42 months (January 1983 to July 1986). No
consistent sampling and analysis program extending beyond a few months had
been undertaken prior to EPA’s sampling activity, and da.ta reviewed
illustrate the lack of consistent results and difficulty in assessing the
characteristics of a representative sample of leachate. Although quality
assurance information on some of the leachate data was not readily
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available, inclusion of all results to summarize leachate quality was
believed to be appropriate to fully characterize the potential range of
contarinant levels which may be present in OIl leachate and to therefore
evaluate the degree of flexibility which must be considered for treatment.

A sumary of leachate analytical data is presented in Appendix C. Included
in this appendix is a description of sampling locations, sampling agencies
_and data analysis methodology. Also summarized in tabular form are the
nurber of sample results reviewed for each parameter and the mean, median,
and range of pollutants identified in the OII leachate. Results for one
leachate sample taken in July of 1986, for which a high quality analysis
was performed by EPA’s National Enforcement Investigations Center
Laboratory (NEIC) and for which sampling analytical quality assurance could
be readily verified, are not included in the compiled data in Appendix C;
these results are included as a separate attachment to Appendix C (Addendum
c-1).

The OII leachate can be described as a darkly colored liquid with a
moderate petroleum and/or musky odor. Past analysis results have been
highly variable and indicate that leachate may contain a wide array of
organic and inorganic pollutants including oil and grease, chemical oxygen
demand, suspended solids, dissolved solids, volatile organics, semivolatile
organics, sulfides and a variety of heavy metals and other elements.

a3t

1-18

120-R12-RT-FQUD-1



A sumary of the range of several selected constituents found in OII
leachate is presented below (from Table C-1 and Addendum C-1):

Range of Values

(mg/L except pH)
Parameter , Minimum Maximum
pH - 6.6 8.5
Oil and grease 6 296,800
Chemical oxygen demand 750 31,000
Suspended solids : 62 62,800
Dissolved solids 7,226 16,300
Ammonia ' 720 927
Vinyl chloride : ND 0.50
Methylene chloride ND 16.3
Toluene ND 10.0
Xylene isomers ND 5.0 ' .
1,4-Dioxane ND 19.0
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate ND 60.0
Phenol ND 1.8
Sulfides ND 13.0
Chromium ND 4.81
Arsenic 0.026 4.52
Zinc .. 0.06 18.0
Sodium 2,200 4,500
Calcium 116 367

ND:  Not Detected

As illustrated in the table above and in Appendix C, many of the EPA Target
Compounds (TC) have been identified in OII leachate at various times during
the past few years. Heavy metals such as chromium, arsenic, zinc, cadmium,
copper, lead, nickel, mercury, and selenium which are TCs have been found
during elemental analysis of leachate and have ranged from below detection
limits to several milligrams per liter. Average and median values of heavy
metals in the leachate indicate that they are usually present in concentra-
tions of less than one milligram per liter. Most of the metallic elemental
character of leachate is repi'esented by common mono and divalent species
such as sodium, potassium, magnesium, calcium and iron. This conclusion
was further substantiated by the high quality NEIC analysis which
identified heavy metals ranging from detection limits to 340 micrograms per
liter and common metals ranging from 16 to 3400 milligrams per liter.
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Over cne-third of the organic TCs as well as a variety of non-TCs have been
detected at least once in an OII leachate sample. Organics which have been
frequently identified in leachate include volatile aromatic compounds such
as benzene, dichlorobenzene, ethyl benzene, toluene and xy'lene isomers,
volatile halocarbons such as 1,1-dichloroethane, methylene chloride and
vinyl chloride, and other volatile constituents such as acetone,
methylethyl ketone and dioxane isomers. Also frequently identified were
several semivolatile TCs including several phenol species, several
phthalate esters, naphthalene, phenanthrene and 2-methylnaphthalene. These
organics, along with many less frequently detected organic constituents
have been found to be present in leachate at levels ranging from detection
limits to several milligrams per liter. Average and median values for
organic TCs presented in Appendix C indicated that they are usually present
in concentrations of several hundred micrograms per liter or less. The ‘
high quality NEIC analysis generally substantiated this conclusion although
high levels of 1,4-Dioxane (13 mg/1), 2-methyl- 2-butanol (1.4 mqg/1),
2-methyl-2-propanol (2.0 mg/1) and bis(2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (1.1 mg/1)
were identified in this particular sample.

Several analyses for organic constituents in OII leachate have indicated
the presence of a complex organic matrix which cénsists largely of
undifferentiated weathered hydrocarbon species which are not normally
identified using conventional gas chromatographic and gas chromatographic/
mass spectroscopic techniques. Occasionally, analyzing laboratories have
estimated the concentrations of organic acids and n-alkanes present in
leachate. One set of results for a leachate sample taken in June of 1984
reported estimated levels of butanoic, pentanocic and hexanoic acids at
levels of 1.6, 1.9 and 3.1 milligrams per liter, respectively. Other labs
have estimated the levels of various n-alkanes (from 9 to 31 carbons) on
several occasions and have reported total levels of several hundred
milligrams per liter. The high quality NEIC analysis quantified the
n-alkanes at a total level of 1.4 mg/1. It was also estimated, based on a
total ion count for the chromatograms, that the total concentration of
hydrocarbon material in this sample was 70 mg/1, most of which could not be
specifically identified. Analysis showed that 68 percent of the dissolved
organic carbon in the NEIC leachate sample could be attributed to organic
acids.
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In addition to metal and organic pollutant level determination, the
concentrations of many other contaminants have been quantified in samples
of OII leachate. The pH of leachate has generally been neutral or slightly
basic. 0il and grease, chemical oxygen demand, and suspended solids have
been found in highly variable concentrations with median values of 473
mg/1l, 4,690 mg/1l and 628 mg/l, respectively. Dissolved solids levels have
been more consistent at mean and median levels of approximately 11,500
mg/1. Ammonia levels.in OII leachate average approximately 820 mg/1 based
upon the two sets of results reviewed.

Based upon a review of the over seventy sets of available analytical data
characterizing OII leachate, this waste was found to have a high strength
character. The results were highly variable with respect to levels of
specific organic and inorganic constituents, thus making the determinatian
of a "representative sample” of leachate difficult. However, general
categories of pollutants for which removal through treatment would be
necessary could be readily established. These are 0il and grease, metals,
organics, and sulfides.

1.5 OBJECTIVES OF LEACHATE MANAGEMENT REMEDIAL ACTIONS

As discussed in previous sections, leachate seepage.problems at the site
have required the installation and operation of a leachate collection
system. At the present time the collected leachate is being trucked
off-site for treatment with effluent sewering.

The following objectives and considerations will guide the formulation of
the remedial action alternatives for management of collected leachate.

o Remedial action alternatives must be easily and rapidly
implemented and have the potential to be integrated into the
overall remedial action plan for the landfill site.

o Formulated alternatives will be flexible in order to manage both
short- and long-term variations in the leachate collection rate
and in the chemical characteristics of the leachate,

o Remedial treatment actions which permanently and significantly
reduce the volume, toxicity or mobility of the contaminants in
the OI1 leachate are preferred over remedial actions not
involving such treatment.
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Long-term site remediation will be addressed in the on~going RI/FS study
being conducted by the EPA for the site. The RI/FS for the site is
expected to be completed in 1991. ‘

anet
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2.0 DEVELOPMENT OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

2.1 GENERAL RESPONSE ACTION IDENTIFICATION

Based upon an analysis of the composition and volume of the leachate
collected at the Operating Industries, Inc. (OIl) landfill site, general
response actions were identified which could adequately meet the site
cleanup objectives identified in Section 1.6. These actions consisted of
on-site treatment, on-site disposal, off-site treatment and off-site
disposal. From these response actions specific remedial alternatives were
developed. A "no action" general response alternative was also evaluated
to provide a baseline with which other actions could be compared.

<

2.2 IDENTIFICATION OF REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES

Of the various treatment or disposal technologies for managing the
collected leachate, several were excluded based on landfill site character-
istics, leachate quality and technical considerations. |

2.2.1 ON-SITE TREATMENT

An on-site treatment facility would only treat wastes from the OII site.

No wastes from any other sites would ever be treated by a plant at the OII
landfill. Technologies evaluated for an on-site leachate treatment
facility included incineration, biological, chemical and physical treatment
processes.

On-site incineration of OII landfill leachate was considered but rejected
after evaluation. Incineration is a process which has been used for a
broad range of hazardous and toxic substances such as organic solvents,
sludges and oily wastes. Incineration technologies frequently used have
included rotary kiln, fluidized bed, multiple hearth and liquid injection.

4
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The method most adaptable to incineration of leachate would be rotary kiln
with a secondary combustor. Although this incineration technology has been
H{*; effective in treating a variety of toxic and-hazardous wastes,
extensive research into incineration of OlI leachate would have to be
conducted prior to process implementation. The highly variable quality of
leachate with respect to oil and grease and organic constituents is of
major concern. Development and maintenance of steady-state operating
conditions would be extremely difficult as leachate quality varied.
Injection rates and temperature adjustments would have to be thdroughly
studied in order to assure adequate contaminant destruction. As a fuel,
OII leachate would have a low BTU value due to its rather low organic
content. This would necessitate the introduction of large amounts of a
supplemental fuel source to initiate and sustain combustion which would
make operanon of the system very costly. Control-of emissions would also
be difficult due to variable leachate quality. Extensive testing would be
tequired including pilot testing and test burns to assure that adequate
contaminant destruction was achieved. Although incineration is a J—
demonstrated technology for destruction of various types of toxic and
hazardous wastes, the incineration of OII leachate is not proven effective
and would require extensive research to properly develop and implement.
The amount of research required could significantly delay implementation
which would be contrary to the short-term goal of rapid implementation.
Therefore, incineration was eliminated from further consideration. -

Biological treatment of OII leachate at an on-site treatment facility was
evaluated, but was eliminated due to site waste characteristics. _Aerobic
and anaerobic biochemical processes are widely utilized and well-documented
municipal waste treatment technologies. Many industrial wastewater treat-
ments also employ acclimated biomasses in the treatment process. However,
several factors hinder applying this technology to leachate from the OII
landfill. As stated previocusly and illustrated in Appendix C, the concen- _
tration of contaminants in the leachate from the OII site is highly vari-
able with wide and unpredictable fluctuations in many of the leachate
constituents. Biological systems are not able to readily adapt to changes

Y
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in influent quality. Biological process control can be difficult in such
situations of varying influent quality, and could result in low quality
effluent. Data in Appendix C shows a very unfavorable average biological
oxygen demand (BOD) to chemical oxygen demand (COD) ratio of 1 to 35 for
biological treatment. These results indicate that most of the COD present
in the leachate is nonbiocdegradable or that OII leachate is toxic to the
biomass. It is known that many of the specific organic constituents of
concern in the leachate, such as the chlorinated hydrocarbons and aromatic
solvents, are not easily biodegraded. These factors related to the OII
leachate characteristics along with the potential disposal problem of the
excessive gquantities of biological sludge which could be produced by
adequate biodegradation, led to the elimination of biological treatment
from further consideration as a viable treatment alternative. .
Physical and chemical waste treatment methods are considered to be the most
appropriate categories of technologies to reliably treat collected leachate
at the OII landfill site. A wide variety of unit ptdcesses exist in these
categories of technologies. Treatment technologies were initially screened
based on the specific characteristics of the OII leachate. Pollutants
targeted for removal include heavy metals, volatile and semivolatile
organic EPA Targeted Compound List (TCL) pollutants as well as oil and
grease, and sulfides.

Many types of physical and chemical waste treatment technologies exist.
Only proven technologies were considered for further evaluation and
incorporation into the interim on-site leachate treatment remedial
alternatives in order to facilitate rapid implementation. Table 2-1 lists
categories of pollutants present in OI1 leachate and the physical/chemical
treatment technologies which are commonly utilized for their reduction.
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TABLE 2-1
TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES

Pollutant Class Treatment Technology

Heavy Metals Coagulation, flocculation, precipitation,

filtration, ion exchange, reverse osmosis

0il and Grease Gravity separation, dissolved air -
. flotation, coagulation, and sedimentation

Organics Alr stripping, steam stripping, activated
carbon, chemical oxidation, ultraviolet
- ozonation, reverse osmosis

Sulfides Air stripping, steam stripping, chemical
oxidation

Several of these technologies are currently being used by the off-site
treatment facility which treats OII leachate and other liquid wastes with
similar classes of pollutants.

2.2.2 ON-SITE DISPOSAL

Sp.ecif.i.c technoloqieé which were considered for the on-site disposal of
leachate collected at the OII landfill included land application and
evaporation of leachate from lined surface impoundments. Other on-site
disposal technologies, such as waste landfilling, were eliminated from
further consideration as infeasible due to the large volume of leachate
currently being collected and to various site characteristics.

Land application was initially considered as a viable on-site disposal
technology but was later rejected due to site characteristics. Leachate
recirculation is a practice used at newer lined municipal landfills in an
attempt to stabilize leachates generated at the facilities. By
continuously recycling collected leachate back through the landfill, the
chemical quality of the waste is improved through biochemical, chemical and
physical actions occurring within the landfill.

4
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Recirculating leachate through the OIl landfill would result in a
redistribution of the waste without a significant reduction in the volume
at the site. Coupled with the additicnal leachate generated within the.
landfill, and the constantly changing physical characteristics of the
landfill, the existing leachate collection system is not adequately sized
and located to prevent new seeps from occurring. Public exposure to
leachate would likely continue to occur. ’

Although in other situations, recirculation has been proven to be effective
in improving the chemical quality of leachate generated at landfills, this

is not a feasible technology for effectively managing leachate collected at
the OI1 site. Recycling collected leachate would continually increase the

frequency of collection tank pumping, the existing collection system would

be overwhelmed and new leachate bleeds would occur.

Site conditions specific to the OIl landfill, including the lack of
impermeable liners and the proximate location of a resident population,
make leachate recirculation to accomplish site clean-up goals and
objectives unacceptable. On-site leachate recirculation technology was
therefore eliminated from further consideration.

A second potential on-site disposal technology is the construction of lined
surface impoundments on the OII site to allow passive solar evaporation to
occur. This alternative was considered as a feasible method of managing
the collected leachate on-site and was included in the development of site
remedial action alternatives.

2.2.3  OFF-SITE TREATMENT

Treatment at an off-site facility, in RCRA compliance, is the method which
is presently being used to manage the leachate collected at the OII site.
Since this is presently a viable alternative with the treated effluent
satisfying discharge requirements, it was also included in the development
of site remedial action alternatives.
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2.2.4 OFF-SITE DISPOSAL

The disposal of leachate at a RCRA landfill was considered as a method of
managing leachate collected at the OII landfill. The technologies used at
off-site disposal sites were not considered as screening criteria at this
point, but rather the compliance of disposal facilities with regulatory
requirements. Since landfill disposal facilities exist which are in
compliance with the regulatory requirements and could accept OI1 leachate,
this technology was included for further evaluation.

2.3 DEVELOPMENT OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Potential remedial action alternatives to manage leachate collected at the
OII landfill site were formulated from the technologies screened above in a
manner consistent with the requirements of the National 0il and Hazardous
Substances Contingency Plan (NCP).

The NCP (40 CFR 300.68({f]) specifies that at least one remedial alternative
shall be developed as part of the feasibility study in each of the follow-
ing categories, to the extent that it is both possible and appropriate:

Category Description
1 Alternatives for treatment or disposal at an off-site facility.

2 Alternatives that attain applicable or relevant and appropriate
federal and state public health and environmental requirements.

3 Alternatives that exceed applicable or' relevant and appropriate
federal and state public health and environmental requirements.

4 Alternatives that do not attain applicable or relevant and
appropriate federal and state public health and environmental
requirements but will reduce the likelihood of present or future
threat from the hazardous substances and that provide significant
protection to public health and welfare and the environment. This
must include an alternative that closely approaches the level of
protection provided by the applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements. :

5 No action alternative.
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General response actions and associated technologies developed in Section
2.2 of this Feasibility Study (FS) include on-site treatment using selected
physical/chemical waste treatment processes, on-site disposal utilizing
surface impoundments to act as passive solar evaporators, off-site treat-
ment at an apptoved RCRA facility and off—szte disposal at a licensed and
approved RCRA disposal facility.

2.4 IDENTIFICATION OF AP?LICAﬁLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE

1 S (ARARS
In order to develop the five remedial alternatives specified in the NCP,
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) must be
identified for the remedial alternatives to be screened and evaluated.

Section 121 of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
addresses cleanup standards and specifies that on-site actions should
attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate standards, require-’
ments, criteria, or limitations. These include "any standard, -requirement,
criteria, or limitation under any federal environmental law"” and "any pro-
‘mulgated standard, requirement, criteria, or limitation under a state en-
vironmental or facility siting law that is more stringent than any federal
standard, requirement, criteria, or limitation” if it has been approved,
authorized, or delegated by the Administrator and has been identified to
the EPA by the state "in a timely manner.” Applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements, criteria, advisories and guidance at the local
level although not requiring evaluation under SARA were also considered in
the development and evaluation of proposed remedial alternatives.

2.4.1 FEDERAL ARARS

Several Federal laws would apply to on-site remedial actions taken at the
OII site. EPA intends to comply with federal ARARs for any off-site or
on-site treatment or disposed alternative. Most of these laws are admin-
istered by State or local agencies. Subtitle C of the Solid Waste Disposal
Act, entitled the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), would
apply to on-site or off-site treatment or disposal facilities.
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Regulations for new facilities involved in the treatment, storage, or
disposal of hazardous wastes (40 CFR 264), developed from RCRA, are
applicable to any new on-site treatment facility or surface impoundment.

The general pretreatment requirements of the Federal Clean Water Act would
apply to any alternative which involves the ultimate disposal of collected
OI1 leachate, whether treated or untreated, to a publicly-owned treatment
works (POTW). Compliance with these standards is enforced by the Los
Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD). Discharge to a navigable
waterway of treated or untreated leachate would be regulated under the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) authority.
Compliance with surface water discharge standards is enforced by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB). ' .
The applicability of the Clean Air act to an on-site treatment or disposal
facility was determined to be applicable. A new source review provision of
the act would apply to any new source of emissions and would be enforced by

the SCAQMD.
2.4.2 STATE ARARS

Applicable or relevant and appropriate state requirements as well as local
requirements for an on-site or off-site leachate treatment or disposal
facilities were identified. It is the intent of the EPA to comply with
state ARARs for any on-site or off-site treatment or disposal alternative.
These ARARs were based on input from the California Department of Health
Services (DOHS), California Waste Management Board (CWMB), Los Angeles
County Sanitation Districts (LACSD), South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
(CRWQCB) .

The California Department of Health Services implements the California RCRA
program which would apply to remedial alternatives involving the treatment,
storage or disposal of hazardous wastes. The California RCRA program is
very similar to the federal RCRA program. Regulatio:'is are codified under
Title 22 of the California Administrative Code. In addition to the federa)
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and state RCRA regulations, a state regulation has been proposed which
would prohibit the disposal of untreated liquid wastes in evaporation

ponds.

The California Waste Management Board regulates landfills in the state
under Title 14 of the California Administrative Code. Provisions of Title
14 which regulate the ponding of liquid could apply to on-site disposal
activities., Additionally, a general nuisance provision which prevents
excessive noise or odors from a site could apply to an on-site remedial
measure.

The Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD), along with the local
city sewering agency, requlates discharges to its sanitary sewerage system,
which serves the area surrounding the OII site. The LACSD sets effluent'
discharge standards which must be met for liquid wastes discharged to their
sewer system to assure compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act. In
order to obtain approval for connection to the off-site sanitary sewerage
system from the local sewering agency (Monterey Park or Montebello) and
LACSD, hydraulic capacity must be available and waste treatment capable of
consistently meeting discharge limitations must be provided. The LACSD
discharge limitations for any treatment facilities are presented in Table
2-2.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District requlates emissions to the
atmosphere. Several specific provisions have been identified which would
apply to on-site remedial actions at OII. Rule 402, entitled the nuisance
provision, is a general prohibition against excessive emissions which could
cause adverse effects including odors. Regulation 13 is a new source
review provision which mandates that the net emissions from any new source
cannot exceed 75 pounds of organics per day. In addition, another
requlation currently being developed, and therefore not yet an ARAR, will
set specific emission limits on toxic compounds.

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board regqulates discharges to
waterways under the Clean Water Act and is charged with protecting

groundwater. The CRWOCB administers the California State NPDES program for
discharges to surface waters. NPDES requirements would apply to an on-site
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treatment facility if the plant discharged to drainage channels leading to
surface waterways. If an on-site facility alternative included reusing
treated leachate as irrigation water, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act would apply. This limits total dissolved solids levels to less
than 750 mg/1 for water used for surface applications.

2.4.3 PERMITS

Section 121 of SARA states that "no federal, state, or local permit shall
be required for the portion of any removal or remedial action conducted
entirely on-site.” However, the EPA is required to meet the substantive
portion of the permitting requirements. Permits, therefore, would only be
required for off-site activities. An industrial waste discharge permit
aﬁﬂ/o: sewer connection permit from the appropriate city would be :equir;d
for off-site discharge.

2.5 IDENTIFICATION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Based on the results of the remedial technology screening and in accordance
with the requirements of the NCP, a set of remedial action alternatives for
management of leachate collected at the OII landfill site was identified.

Several chemical and physical treatment processes were chosen using the
technologies identified in Table 2.1. These process trains were selected
to effectively and reliably remove pollutants of concern (oil and grease,
organics, sulfides, and metals) from the OII leachate and provide a range
of effluent qualities.
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TABLE 2-2
EFFLUENT DISCHARGE LIMITS
FOR
CENTRALIZED HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT FACILITIES

LOS ANGELES COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT

Limitation (mg/1)

Parameter'’’ (maximum for any time)
Arsenic (total) 3.0
Cadmium (total) 0.69
Chromium (total) 2.7 .
Copper (total) ' ' 3.38
Lead (total) . . - 0.69
Mercury (total) ' ' 2.0
Nickel (total) 3.98
Silver (total) - - ' 0.43
Zinc (total) 2.61
Cyanide (total) 1.20
Sulfides (dissqlved) ' 0.1
Total toxic organics'?’ 1.0
0il and grease 10.0
Vinyl Chloride 0.015
Radiocactivity'®’ :

‘'rimitations for other organic parameters and metals will be set as

needed.

‘2)1otal toxic organics include a list of 111 compounds specified by LACSD.
Volatile organics are to be analyzed using EPA Methods 601 and 602.
ge:;i.-volatile and non-volatile organics are to be analyzed using Method

2 L ]

‘37 1n accordance with Title 17, California Administrative Code, Section
30287. Generally limited to 400 pCi/L above natural background.
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Below are the remedial action alternatives developed for initial screening
and the corresponding category of the NCP criteria identified on page 2-6:

Alternative

Off-site treatment
Off-site disposal

No action

On-site disposal using double-lined surface impoundments

On-site treatment facility with sewering of effluent

.

Oil and grease separation...discharge

0il and grease separation—> coagulant addition —>

dissolved air flotation—> filtration —>
air stripping...discharge -

0il and grease separation ——>cocagulant addition—>
dissolved air flotation--> filtration—> activated
carbon...discharge

0il and grease separation—> coaqulant addition—>
dissolved air flotation--> filtration—>

air stripping without off-gas treatment—>
activated carbon...discharge

0il and grease separation—> coagulant addition—>
dissolved air flotation——> filtration—>

air stripping with off-gas treatment—> activated
carbon...discharge

On-site treatment facility with reuse of effluent

0il and grease separation—> coagulant addition--)>
dissolved air flotation—> filtration—>

air stripping with off-gas treatment—>

activated carbon—>ultrafiltration—> reverse
osmosis...reuse

NCP Category
1

1
5
2

3

The likelihood of a treatment alternative attaining, not attaining, or
exceeding the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements will be
discussed further during the screening process. '
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3.0 INITIAL SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

The purpose of the initial screening of remedial action alternatives is to
eliminate those alternatives which are ineffective or which are not cost-
effective. Screening was performed in accordance with methodology set
forth in the NCP (40 CFR 300.68{g]) and in the Guidance on Feasibility
Studies Under CERCLA (EPA, 1985a).

3.1 CRITERIA FOR INITIAL SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

Criteria for the initial screening of remedial action alternatives are
listed below:

1. Effectiveness of Public Health Protection

The effectiveness of each of the proposed alternatives in protecting
public health was evaluated. An alternative was considered to be
ineffective if it did not meet all of the following criteria:

0 Provided adequate protection of public health and welfare and the
environment.

o Complied with established EPA policies for planning and implementing
off-site remedial actions. Those policies are adopted to ensure
protection of public health.

0 Qualified as a preferred alternative under the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). Under SARA, preferred
alternatives are those which permanently and signficantly reduce the
mobility, toxicity or volume of waste. Land disposal is classified -
as the least preferred alternative under SARA. Pleferred alterna-
tives provide both short- and long-term benefits to public health.

Alternatives which did not meet these criteria were precluded from
further consideration.
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2. cost

The cost of implementation, including operation and maintenance, was
considered for each of the remedial action alternatives. Alternatives
that greatly exceeded the cost of other actions without providing
substantially gteater protection to public health and the environment
were eliminated from further consideration.

3.2 INITIAL SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

A detailed description of the alternative screening is presented below.
3.2.1 ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT FOR NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE -

The endangerment assessment process for CERCLA sites evaluates the collec-
tive demographic, geographic; physicél, chemical, and biological factors at
a site to determine whether or not there is an imminent and substantial
endangerment to pubii.c health or welfare or the environment as a result of
a threatened or actual release of hazardous substances or wastes. It is
inportant to note that "imminent” does not mean immediate harm, rather, an
impending risk of harm. Sufficient justification for a determination of an
imminent endangerment may exist if harm is threatened; no actual injury
need have occurred or be occurring. Similarly, "endangerment” means some-
thing less than actual harm (EPA 1985a).

This section of the Leachate Management Feasibility Study (FS) presents a
preliminary assessment of the potential risks to public health, welfare, or
the environment in the absence of remediation at the OII landfill site.
Available data for use in quantitatively characterizing potential exposures
to chemicals present at the OII site consist primarily of leachate analyses
and limited air monitoring results. These data present a preliminarcy
representation of chemical concentrations in these media and have not been
validated according to EPA Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) procedures,
Furthermore, analytical data are not available for other environmental
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media of potential concern (e.g., soil, groundwater, surface water). Con-
sequently, this assessment is qualitative (Level I) in nature. A more
quantitative endangerment assessment (Level II or III) will be completed
during the overall RI/FS process of the OII site as more data characteriz-
ing the site and the nature and extent of contamination are collected.

The remedial alternatives considered in this Feasibility Study for Leachate
Management at the OII landfill consist primarily of interim source manage-
ment and control measures for collected leachate. That is, the goal of
remediation is to prevent exposure to contaminants and associated health
risks by preventing or minimizing releases of collected contaminants antil
permanent remedial measures can be designed and implemented. EPA has noted
in its Guidance on Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (April 1985) that an
in-depth quantitative analysis is not warranted under these circumstances,
However, to the extent permitted by the available data, a qualitative ex-
posure analysis is required to evaluate the types, amounts, and concentra-
tions of chemicals at the site, their toxic effects, the proximity of tar-
get populations, the likelihood of chemical releases and migration from the
site, and the potential for exposure. As discussed in EPA's Endangerment
Assessment Handbook, a quantitative health risk assessment may not be’
required for alternative selection or design when interim source management
and control alternatives are under consideration because of the necessity
to quickly evaluate suitable alternatives and implement the selected ac-
tion. For the OI1 site, the current data limitations discussed above do
not permit quantitative estimates of risks or determination of performance
goals for individual chemicals for each of the alternatives considered.
Consequently, as recommended in EPA’s Feasibility Study Guidance, the
reliability of remedies specified under ‘each alternative for protecting
human health, welfare, and the environment are evaluated, to some extent,
in the context of engineering performance and reliability.

In this section of the Leachate Management FS report, chemicals of poten-
tial concern at the OIl landfill are identified. Pathways of environmental
exposure to chemicals present at the OII site are discussed and the poten-
tial endangerment to human health, welfare, and the environment under the
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no action alternative are qualitatively evaluated. This assessment is used
as a basis for evaluating the interim leachate management remedial alterna-
tives developed for the site in succeeding sections of this report. It
should be noted that the chemicals of concern and exposure pathways evalu-
ated in this preliminary assessment may be modified as more data are
developed for the final OII landfill R1/FS.

Chemicals of Concern. A number of potentially hazardous chemicals have
been placed in the OII landfill or have been generated as a result of in
situ biological or chemical processes. In this subsection, chemicals
identified in environmental media in the vicinity of the landfill are
characterized. In addition, a subset of representative chemicals of
concern is selected and the potential toxic effects of these chemicals are
discussed. ) R

Chemical Characterization. Available data characterizing chemicals
associated with the OII landfill consist primarily of analyses of leachate
generated by the landfill. Results of approximately 70 sets of leachate
analyses performed from 1983 to 1986 are summarized in Appendix C. The
data presented include the minimm, maximum, and mean concentrations of
chemicals detected in the landfill leachate. Leachate samples were
collected at a variety of locations both on and off the OII landfill site.
Sampling locations include leachate sumps, underground transfer and dumping
lines, vacuum trucks, leachate seeps, and holding tanks at off-site treat-
ment facilities. Analyses were conducted at several laboratories and the
results for individual chemicals or parameters shown in Appendix C were not
necessarily reported for each leachate sample analyzed.

 As shown in Table C-1 in Appendix C, the range of reported values for
chemicals detected in landfill leachate is very wide, varying in some cases
by several orders of magnitude. No consistent trends in chemical concen-
trations either at particular sampling sites or site-wide are apparent over
the period of 3.5 years for which data are available. These observations .
hold for data pooled from all sampling locations as well as for data from
individual sampling locations. Variability in these Qata may be due to a
number of factors including: (1) collection of samples from many different

3-4 .
120-RI2-RT-FQUD-1



o~

sources at different times of the year, (2) differences in leachate genera-
tion rates and composition associated with different source areas at the
site or with environmental factors, and (3) inconsistencies in sampling and
analytical procedures used.

Although current ambient air monitoring data are not available, based on
the limited data discussed below, surface and subsurface emissions of land-
£ill gases are partially controlled at present by active gas extraction and
flaring. However, the data are limited which compare the occurrence of
landfill gases—if the vicinity of the OII site prior to and after operation
of these control systems. Analyses of ambient air sampled during 1983 and
1984 at locations just outside the boundary of the southern parcel of the
landfill indicated the presence of vinyl chloride, benzene, and toluene on
several occasions. The detection limits for these compounds were 2 ppb, 5
ppb, and 10 ppb, respectively. Vinyl chloride was detected frequently an;l
was reported at concentrations as high as 19 ppb. Benzene was detected
relatively infrequently, but was reported at concentrations as high as 36
ppb. Toluene was detected almost daily during the sampling period and was
reported at concentrations as high as 80 ppb. Summary statistics for the
Los Angeles area compiled by EPA reported ambient concentrations of 19.2
ug/m’ and 44.3 ug/m’ for benzene and toluene, respectively, for the second
quarter of 1979. Because current air monitoring data in the vicinity of
the landfill are not available and cannot be compared to current background
air samples, it is not possible to determine with certainty the overall
contribution of landfill gases to the ambient levels measured. EPA will
conduct additional ambient air monitoring in 1988. '

Analyses also were performed to characterize the composition of gas being
extracted from the site, and to characterize vapors collected above
leachate in collection tanks and on the landfill surface. Chemicals
detected in samples of gas extracted from the OII landfill included vinyl
chloride (6~30 ppm), benzene (4-15 ppm), hydrogen sulfide (15 ppm), carbon
disulfide (10 ppm), 1,2-dichlorocethane (0.51 ppm), trichloroethylene
(2.4-39 ppm), and tetrachloroethylene (1.7-40 ppm). Vapor samples collect-
ed above leachate on the surface of the landfill contained 0.5-13 ppm vinyl
chloride. ’

3-5
120-R12-RT-FQUD-1



Spontanecus subsurface fires also have been reported to have occurred
within the OIT landfill. - Such fires may cause chemical reactions which
drive off volatile materials into the surrounding air. Samples of air
above two fires indicated vinyl chloride concentrations of 0.64 and 8 ppm,
the benzene concentration above one of these fires was 55 ppb.

In addition to the analytical data summarized above, there have been

reports of unpleasant odors at the site and in surtounding residential

areas. The anaerobic decomposition of organic wastes often produces a
complex mixture of low molecular weight compounds, many of which contain
sulfhydryl groups and are quite odorous. For example, hydrogen sulfide and
carbon disulfide, gases with quite noxious odors, have been detected in
landf£ill gas at concentrations far greater than their odor thresholds
(0.0011-7.7 ppm for carbon disulfide, 0.00001-0.8 ppm for hydrogen
sulfide).

. Substantial amounts of methane gas also are generated within the OII land-

£ill. Methane has been detected in enclosed spaces in offsite tesidentiél

. areas at concentrations from 1 percent to greater than 50 percent.

As summarized above, only data characterizing landfill leachate and limited
data characterizing volatile compounds present in landfilllgases currently
are available. The landfill leachate characterization data are highly
variable. This variability may reflect actual differences in leachate com-
position at different sampling points, seasonal or other environmentally-
reqgulated differences in leachate generation rates and relative dilution of
the individual components, differences in the individual components analyz-
ed for in each sample and the limited number of analyses performed for some
chemicals, and differences in laboratory analytical and reporting proce-
dures (including detection limits). However, no clear trend associated
with these or othet factors potentially affecting the results was identi-
fied and representative leachate samples for potentially important exposure
points or environmental migration pathways could not be identified. It may
be necessary to collect a larger number of consistently selected and

4
s
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analyzed samples to clarify these uncertainties. As noted above, ambient
air monitoring data and other analyses of compounds present in landfill
gases are limited. In addition, the detection limits in air for vinyl
chloride and benzene, used in the previously conducted studies of the local
ambient air quality, are greater than concentrations that would be asso-
ciated with excess cancer risks of one in one million (10°°) for lifetime
ambient exposure, and thus are too high to permit a sufficiently sensitive
evaluation of health risks. For these reasons and because data character-
izing other environmental media of concern (e.g., groundwater, soil, sur-
face water) are not available, a quantitative exposure and risk assessment
cannot be completed. Nevertheless, a number of potential pathways of
exposure to chemicals present at the OII landfill in the absence of
leachate management can be described and the potential effects on health,
~welfare, and the environment can be assessed qualitatively. .
Representative Chemicals of Concern. As part of a site-specific risk
assessment for which a large number of chemicals have been detected, a
subset of key chemicals of concern (indicator chemicals) is often selected.
This is intended to focus the assessment on chemicals that pose the great-
est potential public health risks at a site. Indicator chemicals ideally
should represent the most toxic, mobile, and persistent chemicals at the
site, as well as those present in the largest amounts. In the Superfund
Public Health Evaluation (PHE) Manual (EPA 1986a), EPA recommends a proce- -
dure for selection of indicator chemicals. The procedure involves ranking
all chemicals found at a site according to indicator scores derived by
multiplying environmental chemical concentrations by medium-specific (soil,
water, air) toxicity constants. A subset of the chemicals is selected -
after consideration of individual chemical rankings and other factors,
including: environmental persistence and mobility, frequency of detection,
comparison with laboratory or field blanks, and comparison with background
concentrations. Many components of this selection procedure require pro-
fessional judgment by the individual evaluating the available data.

Chemicals present at the OII site have not been sufficiently characterized
to permit indicator chemical selection based on rigorous considerations of
their occurrence in individual environmental media. Toéxicity constants
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that would be applicable for use in ranking contaminants present in
leachate are not available. Indicators were selected according to several
criteria.. As a surrogate for toxicity constants applicable for leachate we
have used the toxicity constants for water and have ranked the leachate
chemicals based on the product of these values and their mean concentra-
tions in landfill leachate. (A ranking based on a product of the soil
toxicity constant and leachate concentration gave similar results.)
Although the toxicity constants used are not designed for use with leachate
analyses, the results obtained provide an approximate indication of which
are likely to be the chemicals posing the greatest hazard. Other factors
considered were physiochemical properties, severity of effect, and environ-
mental persistence and mobility. Using these criteria a representative
subset of chemicals was selected to include both inorganic and organic
chemicals as well as chemicals having carcinogenic effects and noncarcin-
ogenic systemic effects. The chemicals selected were not necessarily those
which were ranked highest based on the indicator scores calculated using
the toxicity constants. An attempt was made to select representative
inorganic and organic chemicals because, in addition to differences in
their toxic effects, the environmental fate and transport of representative
of these two classes tend to differ appreciably. Although potential car-
cinogens tend to pose greater health risks than noncarcinogens at hazardous
waste sites, a few representative noncarcinogenic chemicals also were
selected as indications. For example, although phenol had a relatively low
ranking, this noncarcinogenic chemical was selected because of its rela-
tively high mobility in the environment. Although hydrogen sulfide was not
reported in landfill leachate, this chemical has been detected in landfill
gas and may pose odor problems in the vicinity of the site. Consequently,
it was selected as a representative chemical of concern. Likewise, al-
though vinyl chloride and benzene were ranked relatively low based on con-
centration in leachate, these carcinogenic chemicals are of relatively high
volatility and have been detected in ambient air near the OII site. There-
fore, these chemicals were selected as representative chemicals of concern
based on their potential to pose health risks via the inhalation route of
exposute; Carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (CPAHs) were
selected as an indicator chemical group for this assessment. Potential
health risks associated with polycyclic aromatic hydrogarbons (PAHs) are
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due primarily to the carcinogenic components present in mixtures of these
compounds. The only CPAH reported in the OIl leachate monitoring data was
benzo(a)anthracene. However, it is iikely that other CPAHs are present in
leachate, but were not specifically analyzed for and quantified.

A total of 17 representative chemicals of concern were selected from the
more than 80 chemicals detected and are shown in Table 3-1 along with their
mean and maximum concentrations in landfill leachate. It should be noted
that data concerning the occurrence of site-related chemicals in environ-
mental media and the local and regional environmental characteristics that
may influence the fate and transport of these chemicals are lacking. Con-
sequently, it currently is not yet possible to confidently gquantify the

~ occurrence of these chemicals in environmental media or to select indicator
chemicals with confidence. The representative chemicals of concern shown,
in Table 3-1 were selected only to provide a general indication of the
potential endangerment to health, welfare, and the environment associated
with the OI1 landfill site. '

Some of the OII leachate samples were characterized with regard to radia-
tion levels. Four grab samples of leachate from the OII site analyzed for
radicactivity had mean alpha (gross). and mean beta (gross) activities of 35
pCi/liter and 389 pCi/liter, respectively. The value for gross alpha
activity exceeds the drinking water MCL of 15 pCi/liter. However, this
standard assumes consumption of 2 liters of drinking water per day and
would not be directly applicable to leachate. An MCL also exists specify-
ing that beta particle and photon radiocactivity from man-made radionuclides
in drinking water shall not produce a dose to the total body or any organ
greater than 4 mrem/year. However, specific data on the radionuclides
emitting beta radiation at the OII site are not available. Because
analytical data concerning the alpha and beta emitters in OII leachate are
limited, potential risks cannot be adequately characterized and will not be
considered further in this assessment. It should be noted, however, that

. available data suggest radiation levels in OIl leachate samples may be
similar to local natural background radiation levels.
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It is expected that a more complete set of validated monitoring data will
be available for the overall RI/FS for the OII site and that a systematic
and rigorous indicator chemical selection process will be possible for the
final RI1/FS. Accordingly, the list of chemicals considered in the final
RI/FS may be revised.

Toxicity of Representative Chemicals. This section contains brief qualita-
tive descriptions of the toxic effects of the representative chemicals of
concern selected for the OII landfill site. In addition, these brief
toxicity profiles summarize the currently available standards and criteria
for these cliemicals and health-based exposure guidelines. K The health-based
criteria noted in the profiles consist of cancer potency factors for poten-
tial carcinogens and reference doses (RfDs) for chemicals exhibiting non-
carcinogenic effects. |

EPA’s Carcinogen Assessment Group (CAG) has developed cancer potency
factors for estimating the upper-bound excess lifetime cancer risks
associated with various levels of lifetime exposures to potential human
carcinogens. In practice, cancer potency factors are derived from the
results of human epidemiology studies or chronic animal biocassays. The
data from animal studies typically are fitted to a linearized multistage
model and a dose-response curve is developed. This approach provides
rough, but plausible, estimates of the 95% upper confidence limits on life-
time risks. While the actual risks are unlikely to be higher than the
estimated risks, they could be considerably lower. The slopes of the
dose-response data derived from low-dose human epidemiological studies are
fitted to dose-time-response curves on an ad hoc basis. This approach is
typically used to provide a best estimate of lifetime excess cancer risks,
but nhy in fact overestimate or underestimate actual risk.

Health criteria for chemicals exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects are
generally developed using EPA Reference Doses (RfDs) developed by the RfD
Work Group, or RfDs obtained from Health Effects Assessments (HEAs),
Drinking Water Criteria Documents, or Drinking Water Health Advisories
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~ TABLE 3-1
REPRESENTATIVE CHEMICALS OF CONCERN
OIl LEACHATE MANAGEMENT FS

REM 1I
Concentration in Landfill Leachaﬁe
(mg/liter)
Chemical Mean Maximum
Acrylonitrile - 0.120
Ammonia - 720
Arsenic 0.37 ‘ 4.52
Barium . 4.82 | 18
Benzene 0.067 0.300
Cadmium 0.035 0.405 °
1,2-Dichloroethane *0.162 - 0.29
2,4-Dinitrotoluene - 0.070
Rydrogen sulfide - - -
Lead 0.50 2.9
Mercury ‘ 0.02 - 0.302
Phenol 0.397 E 1.80
Polychlorinated biphenyls® 0.360 0.772
CPAH® _ 0.068 0.130
Selenium 0.32 1.97
Trichloroethylene 0.19 0.320
Vinyl chloride 0.114 0.50

* value shown is the sum of the concentrations reported for PCB-1248 and
PCB-1260.

Carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (CPAHs) are considered as

a group in this assessment. The value reported is for benzo(a)-
anthracene, the only CPAH currently quantified in OII leachate.

.
4
v
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(HAs). The RfD is an estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order
of magnitude or greater) of a daily exposure to the human population (in-
cluding sensitive subpopulations) that is unlikely to posé an appreciable
risk of deleterious effects during a lifetime. The REfD is typically ex-
pressed in units of mg/kg/day (Barnes 1986). RfDs or minor variations of
these criteria have also been referred to as acceptable intakes for chronic
exposure (AICs) and acceptable daily intakes (ADIs) in various EPA publi-
cations.

Acrylonitrile

Aérylonitrile is associated with a significant excess of respiratory cancer
_in workers exposed by inhalation to this compound (O’Berg 1980) and is
classified in EPA’s weight of evidence for carcinogenicity Group Bl,
Probable Human Carcinogen (limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans
from epidemiological studies). EPA’'S Carcinogen Assessment Group (CAG)
calculated a cancer potency factor for exposure via inhalation of 0.24
(mg/kg/day)”' based on the O’Berg (1980) study. Acrylonitrile administered
in drinking water produced increased incidences of tumors at multiple sites
in three different strains of rats (EPA 1983). EPA’s CAG used data from
all three of these drinking water studies to calculate a cancer potency of
0.54 (mg/kg/day)>°‘ for estimation of human risks associated with ingestion
of acrylonitrile.

In its ambient water quality criteria document for acrylonitrile, EPA
(1980a) calculated a cancer potency of 0.552 (mg/kg/day)”' based on one of
the three drinking water studies in rats noted above. The resulting
ambient water concentration calculated to keep the lifetime excess cancer
risk below 10"° was 0.058 mg/liter. This value assumes ingestion of con-
taminated water and aquatic organisms from the contaminated water. Without
consumption of aquatic organisms from contaminated water, a lifetime cancer
risk of 10"° would be associated with ingestion of water containing 0.063
mg/liter of acrylonitrile.

R
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Ammonia

Ammonia is a colorless gas with a penetrating, pungent, suffocating odor.
It is a severe irritant of the eyes, respiratory tract, and skin. Ammonia
may be absorbed by inhalation, ingestion, and percutaneously, although it
is most likely to be an -inhalation hazard. The inhalation of anhydrous.
ammonia gas in industrial accidents has produced acute and chronic respira-
tory effects. Ingestion of ammonia/water solutions may produce escphagitis
and gastritis. The exact nature and intensity of toxic effects associated
with exposure to ammonia are reported to be unpredictable (Gosselin et al.
1984). The OSHA standard for occupational exposure to ammonia is 35 mg/m’
(50 ppm).

Arsenic .
Arsenic is associated with an increased incidence of lung, liver, bladder,
and skin cancer in individuals exposed via drinking water (Tseng et al.
1968; Chen et al. 1986) and with an increased incidence of lung cancer in
occupationally exposed workers (Brown and Chu 1982). EPA'’s Carcinogen
Assessment Group (CAG) calculated a cancer potency factor for exposure via
ingestion of 15 (mg/kg/day)”' based on the Tseng et al. (1968) study, and
calculated a cancer potency factor for inhalation exposure-of 50 (mg/kg/-
o:lay)'1 based on several occupational studies. These potency factors can be
used to estimate risks associated with human exposure to arsenic. EPA has
classified arsenic in Group A -—— Human Carcinogen — based on the weight of
the evidence for carcinogenicity. EPA’s Office of brinking Water has

" promulgated a drinking water maximum contaminant,level (MCL) of 50 mg/liter
for arsenic and has also presented this value as a proposed recommended
maximum contaminant level (RMCL), currently referred to as a maximum con-
taminant level goal (MCLG) (EPA 1985b).

The EPA Risk Assessment Forum is currently reevaluating the potency of
ingested arsenic, and preliminary results suggest that the cancer potency
factor for skin cancer will be lowered by approximately one order of magni-

e
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tude. However, the internal tumors associated with ingestion exposure have
not been considered by EPA, and consideration of these tumors may ulti-
mately serve to raise the cancer potency factor.

Barium

Toxic effects of ingestion of barium include gastroenteritis, muscular
ﬁaralysis. hypertension, cardiotoxicity, including ventricular fibrilla-
tion, and damage to the central nervous system (Perry et al. 1983).
Inhalation of barium sulfate or barium carbonate dust causes baritosis, a
benign pneumoconiosis, in occupationally exposed workers. This effect is
reversible upon cessation of exposure. Using the EPA’s criteria for
evaluating weight of evidence of carcinogenicity in humans, barium is most
appropriately classified in Group D, Not Classified. This category applies
to agents with inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity.

EPA has established a drinking water MCL of 1 mg/liter for barium. The EPA
Office of Drinking Water (EPA 1985b) proposed an MCLG of 1.5 mg/liter based
on a study by Perry et al. (1983) in which rats were exposed to barium in
drinking water. .The proposed MCLG was derived by using the RfD of 0.021
mg/kg/day calculated from this study and factoring in data on human expo-
sure. EPA’s (1984a) acceptable intake for chronic oral exposure (AIC) to
barium also was based on the Perry et al. (1983) study and is equivalent to-
the RfD of 0.051 mg/kg/day. For inhalation exposure, EPA calculated
acceptable chronic and subchronic intakes (AIC and AIS) of 1.4x10*
mg/kg/day and 1.4x10"' mg/kg/day, respectively, from a study by Tarasenko
et al. (1977) in which exposure of male rats to 0.8 mg/m’ barium resulted
in no observed toxic effects.

Benzene

A series of epidemiological studies, both cohort and case-control, showed
statistically significant associations between leukemia and occupational
exposure to benzene (Aksoy 1985, Wong 1982, Rinksy et al. 1987, Ott et al.
1978). Similar results have been obtained in a number of countries and in
different industries (IARC 1982). 1In addition, oral ékposure of experi-
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mental animals to benzene has been associated with increased incidences of
Zymbal gland and mammary gland carcinomas (NTP 1986). The toxic effects of
benzene in humans and other animals also include central nervous system
effects, hematological effects, and immune system depression (EPA 1985c).

Applying EPA’s criteria for evaluating the overall weight of evidence of
carcinogenicity to humans, benzene has been classified in Group A — Ruman
Carcinogen. This category indicates that there is sufficient evidence from
epidemiclogical studies to support a causal association between an agent
and cancer. '

The EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group (CAG) calculated a cancer potency
factor for benzene derived from human epidemiological studies (Ott et al.
1978, -Rinsky et al. 1981) in which significantly increased incidences of ,
leukemia were observed for workers exposed to benzéne,'principally by
inhalation (EPA 1986b). EPA proposed a "single best judgment” estimate of
2.9x10°? (mg/kg/day)”!. A cancer potency factor estimate for oral exposure
based upon human occupational exposure was derived by EPA (1980b, 1984a).
The inhalation-based oral estimate of 5.2x10"? (mg/kg/day)”! was derived
using an absorption adjustment factor to estimate oral exposure from
inhalation data. The. concentration in water corresponding to a 10°° excess
lifetime cancer risk is 0.66 mg/liter (EPA 1980b).

EPA (1985¢c) promulgated a final drinking water maximum contaminant level
goal (MCLG) of zero because benzene is a human carcinogen. A final
drinking water MCL of S mg/liter has been promulgated (EPA 1987a). MCLGs
consider only health effects whereas MCLs consider analytical issues,
treatability, occurrence, cost, and health effects. The EPA Office of
Drinking Water developed a ten-day health advisory (HA) of 235 mg/liter for
children (EPA 1987b). Health advisories for longer exposure periods were
not developed because of the potent carcinogenic response of benzene (EPA
1987b).
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Cadmium has not been demonstrated to be a systemic carcinogen, but has been

shown to be a highly potent pulmonary carcinogen by inhalation (Takenaka et
al. 1983), and adverse renal effects are associated with ingestion.

The MCL established for cadmium by EPA in its national interim primary
drinking water standards and the ambient water quality criterion for the
protection of human health are both 10 mg/liter (EPA 1980c). EPA esta-
blished the standard for cadmium on the basis of the "generally accepted”
estimate of 200 mg/g wet weight of cadmium in the renal cortex as the
critical concentration for renal toxicity. Friberg et al. (1974) estimated
that daily ingestion of 250-350 mg cadmium over 50 years would result in.
such renal concentrations. Other more recent reviews suggest that 200
mg/day is an acceptable daily limit for cadmium intake.

The EPA Office of Drinking Water has promulgated a proposed RMCL (MCLG) of
0.00S mg/liter (EPA 1985b). The proposed MCLG is based on the estimate of
200 mg/g wet weight of cadmium in the renal cortex as the critical con-
centration for renal toxicity (Friberg et al. 1974) and a 25% contribution
to daily exposure from drinking water. An RfD of 5x10™‘ mg/kg/day can be
derived from the EPA Office of Drinking Water (ODW) analysis (not including
the source contribution factor for drinking water).

EPA (1984b) recommended that 20 mg/liter be applied as the maximum addi-
tional increment from drinking water sources based on the drinking water
criterion level of 10 mg/liter cadmi\m'proposed by EPA (1980c) and assuming
that an adult consumes 2 liters of water per day. The resulting AIC is
5.7x10" ' mg/kg/day (assuming that an individual weighs 70 kg).

Applying the criteria described in EPA’s Guidelines for Assessment of
Carcinogenic Risk, cadmium has been classified by EPA on the basis of
inhalation data in Group Bl — Probable Human Carcinogen. This category
applies to agents for which there is limited evidence from human studies
and sufficient evidence from animal studies.

NN
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For inhalation ex\f:/osure, a cancer potency factor v 6.1 (mg/kg/day)”}
calculated by EPA (1985d) based on a study by Thun et al. (1985). This
value was derived from epidemiological data and is subject to a wide range

of uncertainty.

1,2-Dichloroethane

Human exposure by inhalation to 1,2-dichloroethane has been shown to cause
headache, dizziness, nausea, vomiting, abdominal pain, irritation of mucous
membranes, and liver and kidney dysfunctions (EPA 1984c). Dermatitis may
be produced by skin contact.

1,2-Dichloroethane has produced a variety of tumors in rats and mice.
Applying EPA’s criteria for evaluating overall weight of evidence of
carcinogenicity. to humans, 1,2-dichloroethane is classified in Group B2 as
a probable carcinogen in humans. EPA (1985e) derived a cancer potency
factor for ingestion based on the incidence of hemangiosarcomas in
Osborne-Mendel male rats observed in a NCI (1978a) gavage study. Based on
the hemangiosarcoma tesponse in male rats using a time-to-death adjustme}xt
and an adjusted dose derived from the metabolism/kinetic evaluation, EPA
used the multistage model to estimate an upperbound carcinogenic potency
factor of 9.1x10"? (mg/kg/day)™! for 1,2-dichloroethane.

EPA (1980d) also based the ambient water quality criterion for 1,2-
dichloroethane on the incidence of hemangiosarcomas observed in male rats
in the NCI (1978a) study noted above. However, because a somewhat
different approach was used, a carcinogenic potency factor of 3.697x107°
(mg/kg/day)”! was derived. The resulting water concentration to keep the
lifetime excess cancer risk below 10”° was 0.94 mg/liter. This value
assumes ingestion of contaminated water and aquatic organisms (e.g., fish)
from the contaminated water. Without consumption of contaminated aquatic
organisms, a lifetime cancer risk of 10"¢ would be associated with inges-
tion of water containing 0.95 mg/liter of 1,2-dichlorcethane.

-t

3-17
120-R12-RT-FQID-1



N’ N’

EPA (1985e) used the negative inhalation data cbtained in a study with rats
and mice by Maltoni et al. (1980) to calculate an inhalation upper-bound
estimate of carcinogen potency of 3.5x107? (mg/kg/day)" . However, the
discrepant tumor responsiveness between oral and inhalation biocassays adds
a degree of ﬁncertainty to the estimate of inhalation cancer potency.

The EPA Office of Drinking Water developed a longer-term health advisory
(HA) for 1,2-dichloroethane based upon the results of two chronic inhala-
tion studies (Heppel et al. 1946, Spencer et al. 1951) and one subchronic
inhalation study (Hofmann et al. 1971) in which variocus animal species were
exposed to 1,2-dichloroethane. The HAs derived for a 10-kg child consuming
1 liter of water per day and for a 70-kg adult consuming 2 liters of water
per day are 740 mg/liter and 2,600 mg/liter, respectively (EPA 1987c).

. EPA (1987a) recently promulgated a maximum contaminant level (MCL) of S )
mg/liter for 1,2-dichlorcethane. The MCL was determined based upon con-
sideration of best available technology for removal of 1,2-dichlorcethane
from drinking water and upon the lowest achievable detection level for .
1,2-dichloroethane by routine laboratory operating conditions within
specified limits of precision and accuracy. '

2,4-Dinitrotoluene

The most important acute toxic effect caused by exposure to 2,4-dinitro-
toluene is the induction of methemoglobinemia followed by cyanosis.
Symptoms reportedly caused by exposure to this compound include vertigo,
fatigue, nausea, dyspnea, drowsiness, tremor, paralysis, unconsciousness,
chest pain, and heart palpitation (EPA 198Qe).

2,4-Dinitrotoluene is carcinogenic to rats after oral administration,
producing mammary tumors, hepatocellular carcinomas, and hepatocellular
neoplastic nodules in chronic biocassays (NCI 1978b, EPA 1980e). Applying
EPA’s criteria for evaluating the overall weight of evidence of carcinogen-
icity to humans, 2,4-dinitrotoluene is classified in Group B2 as a probable
carcinogen in humans. EPA (1980e) derived a cancer potency factor for
ingestion of 0.31 (mg/kg/day)”' based on the incidences of mammary and/or
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liver tumors in rats observed in a NCI (1978b) study. EPA (1980e) based
the ambient water quality criterion for 2,4-dinitrotoluene on these
studies. The resulting ambient water concentration calculated to keep the
lifetime excess cancer risk below 10" was 0.11 mg/liter. This value would
be approximately the same for ingestion of contaminated water and aquatic
organisms or for consm\ption of contaminated water alone.

Hydrogen Sulfide

Hydrogen sulfide is a colorless gas with a characteristic rotten egg odor.
Inhalation exposure to concentrations of 70 to 280 ngm’ may irritate the
eyes and lungs. At higher concentrations (280 to 700 ng/m’ ), exposure may
result in headaches, dizziness, and nausea. One or two inspirations of
hydrogen sulfide at concentrations of 700 to 1,400 mg/m’ may result in
swift collapse, coma, and death from respiratory failure (Gosselin et al.
1984, NRC 1979, Merck 1983). Because hydrogen sulfide is rapidly detoxi-
fied in the body, any decrease in the intensity of exposure after in-
halation of such high concentrations may produce spontaneous, rapid revival
(Gosselin et al. 1984). The odor threshold for hydrogen sulfide is below
1.4 mg/m’. However, odor is not a dependable way to detect hydrogen
sulfide since exposure to high concentrations (above 280 ng/!n’) paralyzes
the sense of smell. ‘

EPA (1986¢c) has calculated an oral RED of 3x10™° mg/kg/day for hydrogen
sulfide based on the results of feeding studies in pigs. Although lacking
in some details, the study evaluated by EPA suggested that adult pigs
experienced digestive disorders when their diet was adjusted to include an
intake of 15 mg/kg/day hydrogen sulfide. These effects were not seen at
intake levels of 3.1 mg/kg/day.

Lead

The major toxic effects caused by exposure to lead are alterations in the
hematopoietic and nervous systems. Anemia caused by lead exposure has the
following pathogenesis. Heme synthesis is inhibited by the effects of lead
on a number of steps in the biosynthetic pathway. No threshold has been
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~ identified for thi¥ effect on heme production. D¥freased heme production
results in decreased hemoglobin production and anemia. Decreased heme
production can also have deleterious effects on other heme-containing
proteins, such as cytochrome P450, which detoxify certain chemicals in the
body. Impaired heme synthesis has been reported in adults at levels of
.less than 30 mg/dl lead in the blood (EPA 1984d, 1984e).

Two types of neurotoxic effects are associated with exposure to lead.
Levels of lead in the blood (PbB) of over 80 mg/dl in children and over 100
mg/dl in sensitive adults can cause severe, irreversible brain damage,
encephalopathy, and possibly death. Persons with these high levels may be
asymptomatic or show only slight signs of intoxication, but rapid deter-
ioration can occur. In children, permanent learning disabilities are seen
at these levels, even if there are no overt signs of lead poisoning (EPA
19844, 1984e).

Other adverse effects are associated with exposure to low levels of lead.
Slow nerve conduction in peripheral nerves has been found in adults at
30-40 mg/dl blood lead level (PbB); altered testicular function was '
observed in men with PbB levels as low as 40-50 mg/dl; and renal dyéfunc—
tion has been associated with PbB levels as low as 40 mg/dl (EPA 1984d,
1984e).

- Oral ingestion of certain lead salts (lead acetate, lead phosphate, lead
subacetate) have been associated with increased renal tumor frequency in
rats (EPA 1985f), but no quantitative estimate of excess cancer risk has

.been performed by the Carcinogen Assessment Group of EPA. EPA (1985f) has
noted that the available data pravid; an insufficient basis on which to
regulate lead acetate, lead phosphate, and lead subacetate as human car-
cinogens. However, applying the criteria described .in EPA’s Guidelines for
Carcinogenic Risk Assessment, these lead salts have been classified by EPA
in Group B2 — Probable Human Carcinogen.

The MCL for drinking water and the ambient water quality criterion are both
S0 mg/liter for lead. A drinking water RMCL (MCLG) of 20 mg/liter has been
proposed by the EPA Office of Drinking Water (ODW). The proposed RMCL
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(MCLG) is based upon the health effects of lead in infants and pregnant

women as a sensitive subpopulation (EPA 1985f). An REfD of 6x10"* mg/kg/day
can be derived based on the ODW analysis.

The Clean Air Act National Ambient Air Quality Standard for lead is 1.5
ng/!n’ . This standard is currently being evaluated for possible revision
(EPA 1985g). :

Acceptable intakes for chronic or subchronic periods of exposure were not
calculated for either inhalation or oral ingestion in the Health Effects
Assessment Document (EPA 1984e) because the general population is already
accruing unavoidable background exposures through food, water, and dust.
Any significant increase above background exposure would represent a cause
for concern. . ,

Hercug

n.crcury has long been recognized as one of the more toxic metals. The
toxicity of mercury depends to some extent on its form; it can be part of
both inorganic and organic compounds. Mercury has been shown to have
adverse neurological effects in humans. Organic mercury compounds are
generally more heurotoxic than inorganic mercury. 1In addition, the '
different forms of mercury can cause somewhat different neurotoxic effects
initially, although both will elicit the same effects at higher doses (EPA
1984f£). Central nervous system lesions similar to those in humans,
proteinuria, and morphological kidney changes have been reported in animals
exposed to mercury (Koller 1979, EPA 1985Sh).

No data are available regarding the carcinogenic potential of mercury in
humans or animals. Applying the criteria for evaluation of the overall
weight of evidence of carcinogenicity to humans proposed by EPA, mercury is
_most appropriately classified in Group D — Not Classified (EPA 1984f).

The MCL for mercury is 2 mg/liter. An RMCL (MCLG) of 3 mg/liter has been
proposed (EPA 1985b).
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EPA (1986c) has derived an RfD for inorganic merciry of 0.002 mg/kg/day
based on an oral chronic study with rats (Fitzhugh et al. 1950). An RfD
for methyl mercury of 0.0003 mg/kg/day was developed by EPA based on
several studies reporting human poisonings. These RfDs are the currently
accepted critical toxicity values for oral exposure to inorganic mercury
and methyl mercury. The EPA Environmental Criteria and Assessment Office
(EPA 1984f) extrapolated an inhalation AIS of 0.51 mg/kg/day from the
threshold limit value (TLV) for mercury vapor. An inhalation AIC of 0.051
mg/kg/day was derived by applying an additional safety factor of 10 to the
AlIS.For organic mercury, the oral AIS and the oral AIC of 0.28 mg/kg/day
were based on data from an outbreak of mercury poisoning in Niigata, Japan
- (Miettinen 1973). The inhalation AIS and AIC of 0.1 mg/kg/day were derived
from the TLV (EPA 1984f).

Phenol

Signs of acute phenol toxicity in humans and experimental animals are
central nervous system depression, collapse, coma, cardiac arrest, and
death. Acutely toxic doses can also cause extensive necrosis at the site
of exposure (eyes, skin, oropharynx) (EPA 1980f).

In a subchronic ¢6ral (gavage) study in rats (Dow Chemical Co. 1976), 0.1
g/kg phenol induced "slight liver changes and slight to moderate kidney
damage” in animals. However, lack of study details (numbers of animals,
incidence figures, specific lesions) in the 1980f EPA document make these
results unreliable for interpreting the toxic changes. Subchronic inhala-
tion studies conducted by Deichmann and Witherup (1944) in gquinea pigs,
rabbits, and rats were inadequately designed (no control groups).

Therefore, caution should be used in interpreting the pulmonary,
myocardial, renal, and hepatic damage as compound induced. The results of
other subchronic inhalation studies are difficult to interpret based on the
information in secondary sources (EPA 1980f, 1984g).
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Applying EPA’s criteria for overall weight of evidence of carcinogenicity,
phenol has been classified in Group D — Not Classified (EPA 1984g). This
category applies to agents for which there are no adequate data available
regarding carcinogenicity in humans or experimental animals.

An RfD of 0.1 mg/kg/day for ingestion of phenol was based on the Dow
Chemical Co. (1976) subchronic rat study (EPA 1986c). The ambient water
quality criterion (AWQC) of 3.5 mg/liter/day for drinking water was
extrapolated from this study. The AWQC based on organoleptic properties
was established at 0.3 mg/liter (EPA 1980f).

An inhalation AIC of 1.4 mg/person/day was recommended by EPA (1984g) based
on the threshold limit value of 19 mg/m’ phenol established by the American
Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH 1983). .

PCBS

PCBs have a number of documented toxic effects on humans and other mammals.
In considering the health effects of PCB exposure observed in humans, it is
important to note that PCBs are often contaminated with highly toxic
impurities, particularly polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs). As the
effects due to PCDFs versus PCBs have not been separated in most human
studies and because the two cause similar effects, reported toxicities are
generally associated with commercial mixtures. The reader should recognize
that at least some of the reported effects may be due to the PCDF

impurities.

Dermatitis and chloracne (a disfiquring and long-term skin disease) have
been the most prominent and consistent findings in studies of occupational
exposure to PCBs. Reports of both chloracne and other PCB-related skin
effects have generally been associated with exposures to more highly
chlorinated PCB mixtures containing 42% chlorine or more (Chase et al.
1982, Emmett et al. 1983, Maroni et al. 198la,b, Fischbein et al. 1979).
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Several studies examining liver function in exposed humans have reported
disturbances in blood levels of liver enzymes (Maroni et al. 1981b, Chase
et al. 19682, Smith et al. 1982, Emmett et al. 1983). There is no evidence
that a "no-effect” level exists for these effects, since correlations were
found in individuals with low mean blood PCB levels.

Reproductive cutcomes of women exposed to PCBs from high consumption of
PCB-contaminated fish from Lake Michigan were compared to births from women
who reported no such exposure (Fein et al. 1984a,b, Jacocbson et al. 1983,
Jacobson et al. 1984). Reduced birth weights, slow weight gains, reduced
‘gestational ages, and behavioral deficits in infants were reported in a
methodologically sound study. The study did not, however, rigorously
establish that the causative factor was exposure to PCBs rather than other
contaminants present in Lake Michigan fish. .
Based on the published literature, reproductive, hepatic, and immunotoxic
effects appear to be the most sensitive noncarcinogenic endpoints of PCB
toxicity in nonrodent species, and the liver appears to be the most sensi-
tive target organ for toxicity in rodents.

PCBs are not highly toxic when given as a single oral dose to mammals
(Kimbrough et al. 1978), and would be classified as only slightly toxic
based on acute oral toxicities (Hodge and Sterner 1949). The more signi-
ficant toxic effects of PCBs are observed after repeated exposure over a
period of time (EPA 1985i). '

A number of studies have suggested that PCB mixtures are capable of in-
creasing the frequency of tumors in animals exposed to the mixtures for
long periods (Kimbrough et al. 1975, NCI 1978c, Schaeffer et al. 1984).
EPA’s Carcinogen Assessment Group (EPA 1985i) calculated a low-level cancer
potency factor for PCBs based on a study of rats exposed to Aroclor 1260

" (Kimbrough et al., 1975). The data on liver tumor incidence in the rat
study were used in the linearized multistage model to calculate 95% upper
confidence limits on risk. The cancer potency factor for lifetime exposure
to PCBs is 4.34 (mg/kg/day)”'. EPA (1984h) classified the weight of the
evidence for carcinogenicity as B2 — Probable Human Carcinogen based on
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sufficient evidence in animal bioassays and inadequate evidence from
studies in humans. Based on the Schaeffer et al. (1984) study, one would
expect less chlorinated PCB mixtures to be less potent, but potency factors
for mixtures other than Aroclor 1260 have not been calculated.

EPA (1980g) derived an Ambient Water Quality Criterion (AWQC) for the
protection of human health from the potential carcinogenic effects of PCBs
through ingestion of contaminated water and contaminated aquatic organisms.
The recommended AWQC corresponding to a 10°° incremental increase of cancer
risk over a lifetime is 0.079 ng/liter. For ingestion of contaminated
water only, the PCB concentration that would correspond to a 10”° excess
cancer risk is 8.1 ng/liter.

PAHS

Several of the PAHs have been shown to be potent carcinogens in animals,
producing tumors both at the site of application and systemically. Not all
PAHs have been shown to be carcinogenic, and some carcinogenic PAHs are -
clearly more potent than others. For requlatory purposes, EPA separates
the PAHs into two categories, the "carcinogenic" and "noncarcinogenic”
PAHsS. This is a somewhat simplistic categorization, as many of the "non-
carcinogenic” PAHs have been shown to have some, albeit quite weak,
carcinogenic activity or to act as promoters or cocarcinogens while some of
the "carcinogenic" PAHs are considerably less potent than others.

The approach adopted by EPA (1984i) as the basis for risk assessment is to
apply a cancer potency factor calculated from biocassays on benzo[a]pjrene
(B({a]P, one of the more potent carcinogens) to the subclass of carcinogenic
PAHs. EPA calculated a cancer potency factor of 11.5 (mg/kg/day)”' for
oral exposure to B{a]P (and the carcinogenic PAHs) based on a study by Neal
and Rigdon (1967). A cancer potency factor for inhalation of B[a]P of 6.1
(mg/kg/day)”! was derived based on a study by Thyssen et al. (1981). IARC
(1983, 1984), in reviewing the carcinogenicity of the PAHs, indicated those
for which there was sufficient, limited, inadequate, or adequate negative
evidence of carcinogenicity (Table 3-2). The more potent carcinogens are
almost certainly included in the group for which sufficient evidence of
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carcinogenicity is available, but all PAHs for wPLréh sufficient or limited
evidence of carcinogenicity is available will be considered as carcinogenic
PAHs for purposes of this assessment.

Selenium

Selenium is an essential element in animals and probably in humans (EPA
1980h, 1984j). However, exposure to amounts only slightly above the
required levels can produce acute and chronic toxic effects. Acute
toxicities of selenium compounds vary greatly, while the chronic effects of
most forms are similar. Acute effects include degeneration of liver,
kidneys, and heart; hemorrhages in the digestive tract; and brain damage.
Eye, nose and throat irritation may also occur with inhalation exposure.
Chronic toxicity in humans appears to occur only in living areas where
foods containing excessive concentrations of selenium are ingested. Signs
of chronic intoxication include depression, nervousness, dermatitis, gas-
trointestinal disturbances, dental caries and discoloration, lassitude, and
partial loss of hair and nails. .
Applying the criteria proposed by the Carcinogen Assessment Group of EPA,
selenium is classified in Group D — Not Classified. However, there is no
evidence that selenium is carcinogenic in humans (EPA 1984j).

Selenium is an essential element, and the Naticnal Academy of Sciences has
estimated an adequate and safe intake of selenium of 0.0l to 0.02 mg/day
for adults to prevent deficiency (EPA 1985j).

The MCL for selenium is 0.01 mg/liter. This level is based on signs of
selenium toxicity at an intake of 0.7 to 7 mg/day and an assumed selenium
intake of 200 mg/day (EPA 1985b). EPA (198Sb) recently proposed an RMCL
(MCLG) of 0.045 mg/liter based on a provisional AADI of 0.106 mg/liter
derived from results of a chronic human study with data on human exposure
factored in. The Ambient Water Quality Criterion (AWQC) is 10 mg/liter
(EPA 1980h). Glover (1967) measured urinary selenium concentrations in
workers at a selenium rectifier plant over a S-year period. He also
attempted to correlate airborne selenium levels with urinary selenium

A
‘
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levels and any adverse effects of selenium exposure in the workers. Based
on his study, Glover recommended maximum allowable air concentration of 0.1
uqym? for selenium exposure in the workplace.

EPA (1984j) used the study by Glover (1967) to calculate an inhalation AIC
of 0.001 mg/kg/day. EPA (19843) determined an AIC for ingestion of 3x10°°
mg/kg/day based on results of a chronic human study by Yang et al.

(1983).

Trichloroethylene

Trichloroethylene is a central nervous system depressant from acute and
chronic exposure. High level exposure can result in death due to
respiratory and cardiac failure. Trichloroethylene was once used as a
general anesthetic, but its use was discontinued due to longer-term CNS
effects. The longer-term effects may have been due to impurities intro-
duced by soda lime used to remove carbon dioxide (EPA 1980i).

" The hepatotoxic potential of trichloroethylene has been evaluated in human
and animal studies. Animal studies have revealed transient increased liver
weights with relative liver weights decreasing postexposure (Kjellstrand et
al. 1983). Observations of liver or renal dysfunction in workers have been
infrequent, and factors other than trichloroethylene probably were more
causally related to the hepatorenal disturbances noted (EPA 1985k).

Industrial use of trichloroethylene is often associated with dermatological
problems, including reddening and skin burns on contact, and dermatitis
resulting from vapors. These effects are usually the result of contact
with concentrated solvent, however, and no effects have been reported after
exposure to trichloroethylene in dilute, aqueous solutions (EPA 1983k).

EPA’'s Risk Assessment Forum (EPA 1985c) classified trichloroethylene in
Group B2 — Probable Human Carcinogen (sufficient animal evidence of car-
cinogenicity and inadequate human evidence). The National Academy of
Sciences has classified it as an animal carcinogen (EPA 1985c). These
designations are based primarily in the results of animgl bioassays in
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which exposure to trichlorcethylene was associatedl‘:ith an increased
incidence of liver tumors in mice (NCI 1976, NTP 1982, NTP 1984). However,
it should be noted that EPA’s Science Advisory Board concluded that a
definitive scientific opinion concerning the carcinogenicity of trichloro-
ethylene could not be made at that time because the interpretation of male
mouse hepatocellular carcinomas is uncertain and the animal evidence is
limited (EPA 1985c).

Because of its classification as a carcinogen, neither AISs nor AICs for
trichloroethylene were calculated by EPA in its Health Effects Assessment
(HEA) for this compound (EPA 1984k). The Carcinogen Assessment Group
derived cancer potencies of 1.1x10"? (mg/kg/day)”! for oral exposure and
4.6x10"° (mg/kg/day)”' for inhalation exposure. These estimates are based
on the mouse liver tumor data in the NCI (1976) and NTP (1982) gavage
studies (EPA 1984k). '

The drinking water MCL for trichloroethylene is 5 mg/liter. The Office of
Drinking Water (EPA 1987d) issued a draft lifetime health advisory of 260
mg/liter for the noncarcinogenic effects of trichlorcethylene. A relative
source contribution factor was not included. The estimated excess cancer
risk associated with lifetime exposure to drinking water containing 260
mg/liter of trichloroethylene is 8.2x107°.

Vinyl Chloride

Occupational exposure to vinyl chloride has been associated with an
increased incidence of hepatic angiosarcomas. Vinyl chloride exposure has
also been implicated in brain, lung, and hemolymphopoietic cancers in
humans. Animal studies in several species support the findings of epi-
demiclogical studies. Chronic inhalation and ingestion of vinyl chloride
has induced cancer in the liver (liver angiosarcomas and hepatocellular
carcinomas) and in other tissues in rats and mice (IARC 1979).
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TABLE 3-2
CLASSIFICATION OF PAHs ACCORDING TO
EVIDENCE FOR CARCINOGENICITY

Chemicals for which there is sufficient evidence that they are carcinogenic

in animals:

Benzo{a)anthracene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Benzo( j)fluoranthene
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Benzo(a)pyrene

- Dibenzo(a,h)acridine
Dibenzo(a,j)acridine
Dibenzo(a,h}anthracene

7H-Dibenzo(c,g)carbazole.
Dibenzo(a,e)pyrene
Dibenzo(a,h)pyrene
Dibenzo(a,i)pyrene
Dibenzo(a,l)pyrene
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene

S-Methylchrysene

Chemicals for which there is limited evidence that they are carcinogenic in

animals:

Anthranthrene
Benzo(c)acridine
Carbazole

Chrysene

Cyclopenta (c,d)pyrene

Chemicals for which the evidence is
theircarcinogenicity:

Benzo(a)acridine
Benzo(g,h,i)fluoranthene
Benzo(a)fluorene
Benzo(b) fluorene
Benzo(c)fluorene
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene
Benzo(c)phenanthrene
Benzo(e)pyrene

Dibenzo(a,c)anthracene
Dibenzo(a, j)anthracene
Dibenzo(a,e)fluoranthene

2=, 3-, 4-, and 6-Methylchrysene
2- and 3-Methylfluoranthene

inadequate to assess

Coronene
1,4-Dimethylphenanthrene

. Fluorene .

1-Methylchrysene
1-Methylphenanthrene
Perylene
Phenanthrene
Triphenylene

Chemicals for which the available data provide no evidence that they are

carcinogenic: :

Acenaphthene
Acenaphthylene
Anthracene
Dibenzofuran

. Fluoranthene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Naphthalene

Source: I1ARC 1983, 1984.

Pyrene

-k
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At high inhalation exposure levels, workers have experienced dizziness,
headaches, euphoria, and narcosis. In experimental animals, inhalation
exposure to high levels of vinyl chloride can induce narcosis and death.
Lower doses result in ataxia, narcosis, congestion and edema of the lungs,
and hyperemia in the liver (EPA 19851).

Chronic inhalation exposure of workers to vinyl chloride is associated with
hepatotoxicity, central nervous system disturbances, pulmonary insuffi-
ciency, cardiovascular toxicity, gastrointestinal toxicity, and acro-
osteolysis (EPA 1985a). Chronic studies of experimental animals exposed to
vinyl chloride by inhalation or ingestion report effects involving the
liver, spleen, kidneys, hematopoietic system, and skeletal system (EPA
19841).

Applyfng EPA’s criteria for evaluating the overall weight of evidence of
carcinogenicity to humans, vinyl chloride has been classified in Group A —
Human Carcinogen.

EPA (1984) reported cancer potency factors for exposure by inhalation ané
ingestion to vinyl chloride. The cancer potency for inhalation is based on
an inhalation biocassay in rats (Maltoni and Lefemine 1975) in which liver
angiosarcomas were the predominant tumors observed. Using the linear
nonthreshold model, the data of Maltoni and Lefemine (1975), and inter-
species scaling factors, a human cancer potency of 2.5x10"? (mg/kg/day)”*
was calculated. . '

The cancer potency for oral exposure to vinyl chloride is based on a
long-term ingestion study in rats (Feron et al. 1981) in which increased
incidence of hepatocellular carcinoma and hepatic angiosarcomas were
observed. Using the data of Feron et al. (198l1) and interspecies scaling
factors, a human cancer potency of 2.3 (mg/kg/day)”' was calculated. The
EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group (CAG) is presently reassessing the cancer
risk estimate based on the Feron et al. (198l1) study by evaluating the more
recent data by Til et al. (1983) which is an extension of the earlier Feron
et al. (1981) work, but includes lower doses.
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EPA (1985c) promulgated a drinking water RMCL (MCLG) of zero because vinyj.
chloride is a human carcinogen. A drinking water MCL of 0.002 mg/liter has
also been promulgated (EPA 1987a). The State of California has established
an ambient air standard of 10 ppb for vinyl chloride.

Potential Exposure Pathways. An environmental exposure patbiaay usually
consists of the following elements: (1) a source and mechanism of chemical
release to the environment; (2) an environmental transport medium for the
released chemical (e.g., air, groundwater); (3) a point of potential human
or biota contact with the contaminated medium (referred to as an exposure
point); and (4) a route of exposure at the exposure point (e.g., ingestion,
inhalation, or dermal contact). In the discussion that follows, a number
of exposure pathways of potential concern for the OII site are presented .
for individual environmental media (leachate/soil, air, groundwater,
surface water). The pathways considered are those that are likely to be
important in the absence of leachate management activities at the OII site.
This discussion is based on currently available information and it should
be noted that individual pathways may be added, excluded, or modified for
the final overall RI/FS for the OIl site as more information is made
available. '

Leachate/Soil. Leachate from the OII landfill can potentially act as both
a source of contamination and a medium of transport. Although surface soil
in the vicinity of the site is likely to have originally been free of
chemical contamination, contamination of surface soil has subsequently
occurred. Seepage of leachate has been observed from side slopes of the
£ill area and migration to offsite areas has been reported. It can be
expected that, in the absence of leachate management activities, leachate
seeps will continue to appear and evaporate and also run off-site. Depend-
ing on the physiochemical characteristics of the soil and leachate compo-
nents, this may result in surface migration of contaminants or in selective
accumilation of some contaminants in surface soils.

Under the no-action alternative, pumping of leachate from the Iguala Wells
and the sumps in landfill Areas III and IV (Figure 1.4).and pumping of
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leachate from the underground collection tanks to the above-ground storage
tanks would be discontinued. Because the passive leachate collection
system would continue to operate, the existing wells, sumps, and tanks
located primarily in the southern portion of the landfill, would quickly
£fill to capacity, and overflow. A large volume of leachate would concen~
trate in this area of the  landfill and would eventually flow offsite.
Leachate not intercepted by the Iguala wells would appear as off-site sur-
face seepage on the slopes of Iguala Park and could run over the sidewalks
and roadways into the storm sewers.

In the absence of leachate management measures, contamination of surface
soil with chemicals from the OII landfill could potentially occur both on
site and offsite. The landfill is elevated and exposed. The slopes of the
filled area are steep and, in some areas, extend beyond the boundaries of
the landfill property. Transport of contamination beyond the site boun- °
daries could potentially occur through a number of processes: (1) leachate
breakthtough on the landfill slopes with seepage to offsite areas, (2) phy-
sical movement of leachate or contaminated soil as a result of slope in-
stability or erosion, and shallow migration of leachate offsite causing
surface seepage of points off the site, and (4) emanation of gases from
shallow leachate offsite via capillary movement and evaporation. Although
data cutrentiy available indicates .that contaminants are not transported
offsite in surface runoff or precipitation, it should be noted that runoff
coming in contact with leachate would be a mechanism for carrying contami-
nants offsite. Contamination could potentially reach residential neigh-
borhoods in the City of Montebello, the Iquala Park area, the storm sewer
system, and a number of office complexes and developed areas in the
vicinity of the landfill.

Individuals working in the vicinity of the site (including sewer waters)
and local permanent residents (including adults and children), may poten-
tially be exposed to site-related contaminants. Exposure may occur offsite
or, if access to the site were not restricted, among trespassers venturing
onto the site. Potential routes of exposure to contaminants in leachate or
soil at onsite or offsite exposure points would involve direct contact with
these media and subsequent dermal absorption or incidental ingestion of the

LY
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chemical contaminants. Direct contact would be most likely to occur among
individuals regularly working outdoors (e.g., construction workers, sewer
workers, gardeners) or children. Ingestion of contaminated materials by
children may occur more frequently than would normally be expected due to
the sweet-smelling nature of some of the organic substances present in the
landfill leachate.

Air. Individuals living or working in the vicinity of the OIT landfill
also can potentially be exposed by inhalation to site-related contaminants.
In the absence of leachate management systems, release of the more volatile
components of landfill leachate (e.g., vinyl chloride, benzene, trichloro-
ethylene) to ambient air could contribute to airborne contaminant concen-
trations. During periods of weather inversions, airborne site-related
contaminants_could be more persistent and ambient concentrations could
increase above levels likely to occur under less stable weather conditions.
In addition, other components present in leachate (e.g., cadmium, lead,
PAHs, PCBs) are more likely to adsorb to soil particulates and may thus
become suspended as airborne particulate matter. Potential exposure to ~
landfill gases generated at the OII site (e.g., methane, hydrogen sulfide,
vinyl chloride) is considered in detail in the Feasibility Study for Site
Control and Monitoring Alternatives. Because control of landfill gases is
not associated primarily with leachate management, landfill gases will not
‘be considered further in this report.

Groundwater. The potential exists for chemicals present in the OII land-
£ill to contaminate local groundwater. Chemicals in the landfill can be
transported to groundwater in leachate or via dissolution by rainwater and
subsequent percolation through soil, and via migration in landfill gases to
groundwater. Groundwater is an important regional resource and is used for
drinking water, irrigation, and other domestic purposes in the vicinity of
the site. The greatest potential exposures via groundwater would be most
likely to occur either via direct ingestion, dermal contact during washing
and other domestic uses, and inhalation of volatile components in the
water.
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Surface Water. Current drainage patterns at the &ri site are such that
runoff to nearby surface water bodies is not considered a significant ex-
posure pathway. However, leachate can flow offsite, enter the local storm
sewer system, and subsequently migrate to surface water or groundwater.
Leachate does not meet the requirements for a NPDES permit. Individuals
can potentially be exposed to contaminants originally present in leachate
and transported to surface water (or groundwater) by direct contact, in-
gestion, or inhalation. The potential for exposure via this pathway is
likely to be highest for workers in the sewer system where the least amount
of dilution of leachate is expected to occur and where leachate-related
gases could build up to higher concentrations than in open spaces.

Other Exposure Pathways. Some site-related chemical contaminants may be
taken up by plants and translocated to edible plant parts. Individuals
subsequently ingesting such food products could thus be exposed. If ¢
chemicals capable of being taken up by plants reach local residential
gardens in soil, leachate, or irrigation water, exposure by this route
could be of potential concern. In addition to direct uptake by plants,

. soil contaminants could potentiaily reach foliage or fruit via volatiliza-
tion from soil or leachate or due to direct deposition of airborne soil
particulates. |

Potential adverse effects on pets or wildlife in the vicinity of the OII
site are likely to be associated primarily with contaminated leachate,
soil, dust, surface water, or airborne contaminants. No domestic or farm
animals are believed to be present in the study area. However, free-
ranging pets which contact contaminated soil or leachate or consume con-
taminated prey may be at risk of exposure. Some animals (e.g., cats) may
be exposed by direct ingestion during grooming. Pets also may track con-
taminated soil to their owners’ homes. Terrestrial mammals, birds, and
other wildlife also may be exposed to contaminants in surface soil or
leachate; aquatic life may be exposed to contaminants reaching surface
water.

Preliminary Risk Assessment. In this section, information on the potential
for exposure to site contaminants is evaluated along with available stan-

4
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dards and criteria to evaluate possible risks to human health, welfare, or
the environment. A number of chemicals that may produce toxic effects in
exposed individuals have been detected at the OII site. Two general types
of criteria are typically used to assess the potential health risks asso-
ciated with exposure to these chemicals: (1) applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs), and (2) health-based exposure guidelines.
In addition to consideration of health factors, ARARS may also reflect the
technological and economic feasibility of removing a chemical contaminant
from the environmental media of concern. Health-based guidelines reflect
consideration of only the health risks associated with environmental con-
taminants. |

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). Remedial
actions selected under the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
1986 (SARA) must attain levels of cleanup of hazardous substances released
into the environment and of control of further releases which assure pro-
tection of human health and the environment. SARA specifies that any -
selected remedial action must require a level of control which at least’
attains requirements that are legally aépdicable to the hazardous sub-
stances of concern or relevant and appropriate under the circumstances of
release or threatened release. Accordingly, EPA quidelines for preparing
risk assessments as part of the RI/FS process (EPA 1986a) recommend com-
parison of chemical concentrations found at or near a site with chemical- .
specific ARARsS. Under SARA, EPA at a minimum currently considers maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) and maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGS)
éeveloped under the Safe Drinking Water Act, federal ambient water quality
criteria (AWQC), national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS), and state
standards to be potential ARARs for use in risk assessment at Superfund
sites. 1In addition, other relevant criteria or guidance may be useful in
assessing baseline risks or developing goals for remedial action.

Potential ARARs for contaminants of concern at the OIl site that would be
useful in assessing risks associated with ingestion of contaminated drink-
ing water are shown in Table 3-3. There currently are no data available
characterizing the extent of groundwater contamination, in the vicinity of
OI1 landfill. Thus, comparison of the criteria and standards shown in
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Table 3-3 with concentrations in groundwater 1s‘$5€ possible. All of the.
leachate contaminant concentrations in Table 3-1 exceed the drinking water
criteria shown in Table 3-3, many by more than an order of magnitude, which
could suggest a potential for contamination of local groundwater beyond
concentrations protective of human health, welfare, and the environment.
However, leachate contaminants may undergo attenuation due to chemical,
physical, and biological processes prior to reaching groundwater.

There are no NAAQS and or chemical-specific air standards under the

- California State Implementation Plan (SIP) directly applicable to the OII
site. However, there is a State of California ambient air standard of 10
‘ppb for vinyl chloride that has been exceeded in ambient air concentration
measurements in the vicinity of the landfill. 1In addition, as discussed
above, there are data which indicate that the concentration of landfill
gases at the perimeter of the OII site exceeds 5% methane, a limit stipu-'
lated by a California Waste Management Board landfill gas migration
requirement.

Qualitative Risk Characterization. If ARARs are not available for all
representative chemicals of concern and for all exposure scenarios con-
sidered, EPA guidance requires that a site-specific risk assessment be con-
ducted. As noted in previous sections of this report, analytical data des-
cribing the extent of contamination in environmental media in the vicinity
of the site are inadequate to allow a quantitative risk assessment. How-
ever, based on the information that is available, potential risks posed by
the OII landfill site will be discussed qualitatively in the following
sections.

As noted above (Potential Exposure Pathways), individuals living or working
in the vicinity of the OII site could be exposed by direct contact (with
subsequent dermal absorption or incidental ingestion) to contaminants
present in soil or leachate if no action were taken to manage leachate
collected at the site. The likelihood of exposure would be expected to
increase with increased migration of contaminants present in soil and
leachate to adjacent residential and commercial areas. Although there are

o
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no data on the concentrations of contaminants in surface soil in the
vicinity of the site, some leachate contaminant concentrations (as summar-
ized in Table 3-1) are relatively high. In addition, leachate seeps would
be expected to continuously appear, evaporate, and/or run off-site in the
vicinity of the landfill. A number of chemicals present in leachate (e.g.,
metals and PAHs) would be expected to adsorb onte soil particles and would
subsequently remain in the soil after evaporation, or could be transported
offsite by surface run-off of leachate. This process would result, over
time, in gradually increasing concentrations of these contaminants in soil.
Contact with landfill leachate or soil contaminated by leachate with sub-
sequent incidental ingestion and dermal absorption of contaminants could
potentially pose health risks, especially if exposure occurred regularly
for extended periods of time. 1Individuals likely to be at greatest risk
include: (1) persons regularly working outdoors (e.g., construction
workers, gardeners) in the vicinity of leachate seeps or contaminated soil,
(2) children playing outdoors in the vicinity of leachate seeps or contami-
nated soil, and (3) trespassers on the OII landfill site.
Inhalation of chemicals volatilized from the OII leachate (e.g., vinyl
chloride and benzene, two human carcinogens for which ambient air monitor-
ing data are available) could pose health risks to individuals if exposure
were prolonged at relatively high chemical concentrations. For example, it
can be estimated that ambient vinyl chloride and benzene concentrations of
approximately 1 ppb and 0.6 ppb would each result in possible excess life-
time cancer risks of 10"° (one in one million) by using the cancer potency
factor for this compound and by assuming one’s lifetime exposure occurs for
only the S year period before final remediation of the OII landfill is com-
pleted. These values, calculated for a 70 kg individual with a breathing
rate of 20 m’ /day, are less than some of the ambient air values reported
for benzene and vinyl chloride in the vicinity of the OII landfill prior to
upgrading the site control monitoring and leachate management proced\ires.
Thus, while acute toxic hazards-are unlikely to occur as a result of in-
halation exposures, long-term exposures could pose other adverse health
effects. It should be stressed that these calculations are presented for
illustrative purposes only and that ambient air monitoring data are inade-
quate for a more thorough analysis at this time. f
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TABLE 3-3

L

POTENTIAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs

OI1 LANDFILL SITE.

Safe Drinking Safe Drinking

Water.Act

Water ect

California .
Drinking Water

MCLs MCLGs axct Action Levels
(1g/1) (19/1) (ug/1) (vg/1)
Acrylonitrile -— -— 0(0.063) —
Ammonia -_— -_— -— -—
Arsenic S0 (50) 0(0.025) —
Barium 1,000 (1,500) — -_—
Benzene S 0 0(0.67) 0.7
Cadmium 10 (5) 10 -—
1,2-Dichloroethane S 0 0(0.94) 1
2,4-Dinitrololuene -— -— 0(0.11) =
Rydrogen sulfide -— - —_— -_—
Lead 50 (20) 50 -— .
Mercury 2 (3) 10 -—
Phenol -— -— 3,500 1°
PCBs -— (0) 0(0.0081)—
PAHS -— -_— 0(0.0031)—
Selenium 10 (45) 10 -—
Trichloroethylene 5 0 0(2.8) S )
Vinyl Chloride 2 0 0(2.0) 2

Standards are primary MCLs, and are based on health-related

considerations, and technological and economic feasibility of control.

are shown in parentheses.

Services, State of California, 1987.

® ror chlorinated systems; taste and odor threshold.
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Proposed MCLGs, which are subject to change prior to final promulgation,

Values are adjusted for exposure through drinking water only. AWQCs for
potential carcinogens are set at z

$r0; values in parentheses are
concentrations associated with 10~

excess lifetime cancer risk.

Drinking Water Action Levels Recommended by the Department of Health
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Inhalation of suspended soil particulates contaminated by landfill leachate
also could potentially contribute to risk. It should be noted, however,
that the extent of soil contamination and the degree of soil particulate
reentrainment into ambient air are not known. It therefore is unclear if
this route of exposure poses significant potential risks.

In the absence of leachate collection and treatment, contaminants from the
011 landfill could potentially reach groundwater near the site. Ground-
water in the vicinity of the OII site is believed to have significant use
as a potable supply and is considered to be an important local resource. |
However, a full understanding of the hydrogeology of the area, hydrogeo-
logic details regarding the aquifers in the area, and the susceptibility of
the aquifers to degradation by contaminants from the OII landfill has not
yet been gained. Contamination of groundwater contaminated at levels cur-
rently observed in leachate for the representative chemicals of concern
would pose health risks to individuals using the water for domestic pur-
poses as a result of exposure by ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation.
However, some dilution of the concentrations seen in leachate would be -
likely to occur as a result of dispersion and attenuation. Data to provide
a guantitative estimate of potential health risks are not currently
available. .

Surface runoff of OII leachate to the local storm sewer system could poten-
tially collect in the system and eventually migrate to surface water or
groundwater. Depending on the degree of dilution or attenuation of site-
related contaminants, exposure to leachate, surface water, or groundwater
could pose health risks to individuals (e.g., local residents, sewer
workers) as a result of direct contact, ingestion, or inhalation. However,
data to provide a quantitative estimate of potential health risks are not
currently available.

Without proper leachate management measures, the OII landfill could poten-
tially have a number of adverse effects on welfare in the vicinity of the
site. The occurrence of leachate seepaée in the vicinity of the site would
present an unsightly appearance and could adversely affect property values
in the area. Contamination of groundwater also could §dvetse1y affect
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property values and would require the use of treatment systems or obtaining
alternative water supplies for existing areas and for areas developed in

the future.

Unpleasant odors emanate from the landfill and available air monitoring
data support the likelihood that a number of organic chemicals may be
present in air at levels greater than their corresponding odor thresholds.
Increased buildup of leachate in the vicinity of the landfill and an in-
crease of surface seepage could result in increased surface and subsurface
emissions of volatile organic compounds. A number of these chemicals
(e.g., hydrogen sulfide) could produce cbjectionable odors in the neigh-
boring communities. Although concentrations of these types of compounds
may not reach levels that would be likely to threaten human health, they
may greatly reduce the desirable aesthetic characteristics of the sur-
rounding area.

Environment. The absence of leachate management measures at the OII site
would have cbjectionable aesthetic effects on the area in the vicinity of
the landfill as noted in the.sebtion discussing risks to welfare. There
currently is not sufficient information describing contamination of surface
soil and leachate seeps to determine if the site would be likely to pose
significant hazards to the local flora and fauna. However, other potential
environmental impacts at the site are likely to be associated primarily
with exposure to contaminated leachate and surface soil. Pets, other -
terrestrial animals, and birds may be exposed to contaminants present in
surface materials and leachate. Biocaccumulation of some of the chemicals
present in leachate (e.g., PCBs, PAHs, mercury), especially by soil in-
vertebrates such as insects and earthworms, may occur. Other animals
(e.g., higher predators) ingesting these organisms may also be exposed,
thus leading to some bioconcentration in the food chain. 1In addition,
contamination of groundwater and surface water in the vicinity of the site
would constitute degradation of potentially important environmental
resources. '

ak
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In sumnary, the results of the preliminary endangerment assessment for the

no-action alternative of the leachate management FS suggest that environ-
mental media in the vicinity of the site could be degraded by OIl leachate.
Degradation could occur as a result of contaminant volatilization from
leachate, direct contact of soil adjacent to the site with leachate seeps,
percolation of leachate through soil to the underlying aquifer, and trans-
port of leachate and leachate contaminated material to surface water via
the storm sewer system. Failure to effectively manage leachate generated
at the site could subsequently result in unacceptable adverse effects on
public health, welfare, and the environment. Implementation of the no-
action alternative could potentially result in relatively widespread envi-
ronmental contamination and future remedial actions could become very
costly or infeasible. Consequently, the no-action alternative was elimi-
nated from further consideration due to public health and environmental
concerns. .

3.2.2 Off-Site Treatment

The off-site treatment alternative for the OII site involves the continued
pumping of the Iguala wells, sumps and underground tanks to the above-
ground storage tanks. Collected leachate is then pumped from the
above-ground storage tanks by vacuum truck and is hauled to an off-site
waste treatment facility where it is treated and disposed of into a local
sanitary sewerage system. This is the leachate management alternative
which has been used at the OII site since May 1985.

Off-site treatment of leachate at an acceptable facility is an effective
leachate management alternative. Uncontrolled leachate flow from the OII
site, the subsequent potential exposure of receptors to this hazardous
substance, and the resulting adverse effects on public health, welfare, and
the environment that could occur (as discussed in Section 3.2.1,
*Endangerment Assessment for No-Action Alternative”) would be prevented if
the off-site treatment option were continued. Additionally, off-site
leachate treatment provides a means of removing contaminants from a large
volume of liquid and concentrating them into a smaller, more easily managed

.
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volume. A disadvantage of off-site treatment isienht ultimate disposal of
the concentrated contaminant as sludge, and spent carbon, cannot be closely
monitored or as tightly controlled. Also, leachate spills could occur
during loading and unloading of vacuum trucks, and during transport to the
off-site facility. Hazards associated with isolated leachate spills could
include health risks associated with exposure by inhalation, ingestion, and
direct contact. However, implementation of appropriate emergency
procedures could effectively minimize these potential risks.

The overall degree of effectiveness of the off-site treatment alternative
depends largely upon the particular facility selected. Specific off-site
treatment facilities were initially selected for evaluation based on their
proximity to the OIT landfill site. Proximity was chosen as a screening
criterion based on the increased health and safety risks as well as the
additional cost associated with longer leachate transport distances. Also
considered was the RCRA compliance status of the facilities. EPA policy,
based on a May 6, 1985 memorandum entitled "Procedures for Planning and
Implementing Off-site Response Actions,"™ is that no CERCLA hazardous
substances will be taken off-site to an RCRA facility if the EPA Region
determines that the facility has significant RCRA violations. Compliance
of each facility with local industrial discharge requlations was also
considered based on the premise that facilities which had significant
discharge violations posed a greater risk to public health and the
environment than those with no major violations.

Based on these screening criteria and cost, two existing off-site treatment
facilities which would accept OII leachate, the Triple J Pacification
Facility (ChemTech) located in Vernon, California, and the Oil Process
Company (OPC) located in Los Angeles, California, were identified for
further evaluation. Treatment at the ChemTech facility is the leachate
management alternative used since May of 1985. Between October 1984 and
January 1985, collected leachate was hauled off-site for deep injection
well disposal (Rio Bravo) in Bakersfield, California. From January 1985 to
May 1985 collected leachate was hauled to an off-site disposal facility
(Casmalia). '
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Potential treatment of leachate at each of the two off-site facilities was
evaluated. Both facilities consist of similar physical/chemical treatment
process trains. Gravity separation of waste is followed by chemical coagu-
lant addition and dissolved air flotation or sedimentation. These units
will be, in the near future, followed by air stripping (ChemTech) or are
currently followed by steam stripping (OPC) of volatile organics and
activated carbon adsbrption prior to discharge to a local safu'.tary sewerage
system., Sludge generated during the treatment processes is dewatered prior
to disposal at Kettleman Hills (ChemTech) or Casmalia (OPC). Both ChemTech
and OPC are currently capable of treating waste volumes in the range of 25
to S0 thousand gallons of waste per day of varying quality. Segregation of
waste types is practiced to maximize treatment efficiency. Although the
overall treatment systems are fairly complex when compared to municipal
waste treatment processes, automation and ease of operation has been

emphasized.

Both facilities currently possess and are currently in compliance with
their RCRA permits and are permitted by local authorities to discharge -
treated effluent on a batch basis to local sanitary sewerage systems after
characterization. The Los Angeles County Sanitation District has regulated
the discharge from ChemTech since early 1985 and the city of Los Angeles
Bureau of Sanitation has reqgulated the discharge from the Oil Process
Company facility since early 1986. Regulatory officials and plant
operators indicate only minor violations have occurred. OPC shut down to
make treatment modifications for approximately two months shortly after
initial start-up on March 27, 1986, due to noncompliance with discharge
limits.

Off-site treatment of OIT leachate at either facility is currently an
available option. As stated previously, leachate from the OII site is
currently hauled to the ChemTech facility for treatment and disposal. The
cost of leachate hauling, treatment and disposal as quoted by management
officials at each facility ranges from $0.34 per gallon at the ChemTech
plant to an estimate of $0.54 per gallon at the OPC plant.
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Based on an evaluation of off-site treatment of thl’; leachate, it was
determined that this option would be an effective leachate management
alternative. This alternative adequately protects public health, welfare,
and the environment and acts in significantly reducing the overall volume
of hazardous substances at the site. Two existing off-site facilities,
ChemTech and OPC, were chosen for further evaluation in that they provide
protection to public health, welfare, and the environment, have reasonable
costs, and are in compliance with RCRA and local sanitary district
regulations and due to their proximity to the OII site.

3.2.3 Off-Site Disposal

The off-site disposal alternative for the OII site involves the continued
pumping of the Iguala Wells, sumps and underground tanks to the aboveground
storage tanks. Collected leachate is then pumped from the above- ground )
storage tanks by vacuum truck and is hauled to an off-site RCRA disposal
facility.

Hauling and disposing of leachate collected at the OII landfill site to an
approved RCRA landfill was considered to be a potentially acceptable
remedial measure. EPA policy, based on a May 6, 1985 memorandum entitled
“Procedures for Planning and Implementing Off-site Response Actions,”
states that no CERCLA hazardous substances will be taken off-site to a RCRA
facility if the EPA Region determines that the facility has significant
RCRA violations.

Several RCRA regulated disposal facilities exist in the western United
States, including the Chemical Waste Management facility at Kettleman Hills
in Kettleman City, California, and the USPCI facility in Murray, Utah. The
Kettleman Hills facility cannot currently accept liquid hazardous wastes
from the OII site, whereas the USPCI facility could accept OII leachate.
Both facilities presently allow disposal' of other liquid wastes into
doubled lined surface impoundments. The 1986 cost for disposal of leachate
at these facilities ranges from $0.65 to more than $1.00 per gallen.
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Several major disadvantages to the use of these alternative land disposal
facilities for OIl leachate disposal exists. One disadvantage is the
‘distance to the sites. The Kettleman Hills facility is the closest RCRA
disposal site, being over 200 miles away from the OII landfill. The Utah
facility which is the closest RCRA site in full compliance and is located
approximately 700 miles away. The distance factor contributes to the cost
of disposal. Transportation costs for hauting to Kettleman Hills are
estimated at $0.15 to $0.20 per gallon, based upon a portal-to-portal
distance of 420 miles, and a 12-hour trip.

The collection and hauling of leachate to a RCRA disposal facility results
in improved protection of public health, welfare, and the enviromment in -
the vicinity of the OII site in comparison to the no-action alternative by
presenting uncontrolled surface and subsurface seepage of leachate from the
OII landfill to adjacent environmental media and neighboring communities. '
Under this alternative, leachate spills also could occur during loading and
unloading of vacuum trucks, and during transport to the off-site disposal
facility. However, it is likely that risks associated with infrequent
releases of this type could be minimized by implementing appropriate
emergency procedures. Nevertheless, off-site land disposal is not a
preferred method for management of CERCLA hazardous substances. The
recently passed Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA)
establishes a preference for remedies which permanently and significantly
reduce the mobility, toxicity or volume of wastes (permanency); SARA
considers land disposal the least preferred alternative., Additionally, a
recently adopted EPA policy for Superfund response actions involving the
off-site storage, treatment, or disposal of CERCLA hazardous substances
establishes a preference for response actions that use treatment, reuse or
recycling rather than land disposal. New EPA land disposal policy
prohibits land disposal of dioxins and solvents and other hazardous wastes
will be included under this policy in the future. Thus, off-site disposal
of free liquids may not be possible over the long-term.

The disposal of leachate collected from the OII landfill site at an
off-site RCRA disposal facility was eliminated from further consideration
as a viable remedial alternative. The cost of this alternative exceeds the
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costs of other alternatives evaluated without proi-x‘ding greater pfotection
of public health, welfare, and the environment. Additicnally, this
alternative is the least preferred option due to its lack of permanency.
Because the mobility, toxicity, and volume of leachate would not
necessarily be reduced, implementation of this alternative could
potentially pose risks to public health, welfare, and the environment in
the future in the vicinity of the disposal site.

3.2.4 On-Site Disposal

The on-site disposal alternative for the OII site involves the continued
pumping of the Iguala wells, sumps, and underground tanks to the
above-ground storage tanks. Collected leachidte is then pumped to on-site

surface impoundments.

Although the collection and disposal of leachate in on-site surface
impoundments may result in improved protection of public health, welfare,
and the environment when compared to the no action alternative because
uncontrolled leachate seepage would be prevented, on-site disposal will not
adequately protect public health and is not a preferred leachate management
alternative. Although evaporation from the impoundments would reduce the
volume of liquid leachate, many hazardous constituents would not be )
captured for proper disposal. Volatile organic constituents present in the
leachate such as benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene, dichlorcbenzenes, vinyl
chloride, dichloroethane and methylene chldride would be expected to pass
into the atmosphere, deqgrade ambient air in the vicinity of the site, and
pose a potential health threat to nearby communities. Additionally, there
is a propdsed California state requlation forbidding the disposal of
untreated hazardous wastes into evaporation ‘ponds. The on-site disposal of
untreated liquids from the OII site would not be possible after '
promulgation of this regulation.

The disposal of leachate collected from the OII site in on-site surface
impoundments was eliminated from further consideration as a leachate
management alternative. This alternative was deemed ineffective due to
potential public health concerns, primarily as a result of exposure by

4
‘
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inhalation, and its least preferred status under SARA and EPA policies,
which reflect public health concerns. Because the mobility of leachate
would not necessarily be reduced, implementation of this alternative could
potentially pose risks to public health, welfare, and the enviromment in
the future in the vicinity of the OII site.

3.2.5 On=-Site Treatment

The on-site treatment alternative for the OIT site involves the continued
pumping of the Iguala wells, sumps, and underground tanks to the above-
ground storage tanks. Collected leachate would be treated in an on-site
waste treatment facility and disposed of into the Los Angeles County
Sanitation District sanitary sewerage system.

On-site treatment of leachate in a properly designed and opetrated treatment
facility is an effective leachate management alternative. Specific treat-
ment process trains can be configured to remove many contaminants and
thereby provide maximum protection of public health and the envircnment and
compliance with established policies. In addition, flexibility can be
designed into an on-site treatment facility so that treatment can be
modified, as needed, to adjust to changing leachate quality or guantity.

The overall effectiveness of the on-site treatment option depends on the
specific processes of the treatment alternative chosen. Several on-site
physical /chemical treatment alternatives were developed from the screened
technologies. These were reviewed to assess their feasibility for treating
OII landfill leachate and to assess their effectiveness with respect to
protection of public health and the enviromment, and cost. As stated
earlier, only proven technologies were considered for formulation of
treatment process trains. These processes include gravity separation and
dissolved air flotation for oil and grease removal, air stripping and
activated carbon for organic pollutant removal, air stripping for sulfide
reduction and reverse-osmosis for reduction of total dissolved solids.
Special consideration was given to unit processes which could accomplish a
dual function in addressing the removal of critical pollutants from OII
leachate. This would increase operational efficiency,3aecrease cost, and
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allow greater flexibility of the treatment process to treat varying
qualities of leachate.

Different treatment alternatives were developed which attain and exceed
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements, or provide similar
levels of protection. Alternatives developed include: (1) gravity
separation with sewering of effluent; (2) gravity separation followed by
coagulant addition, dissolved air flotation, filtration, and air stripping,
with vapor phase carbon adsorption, with sewering of effluent; (3) gravity
separation followed by coagulant addition, dissolved air flotation,
filtration and activated carbon, with effluent sewering; (4) gravity
separation followed by coagulant addition, dissolved air flotatien,
filtration, air stripping without off-gas treatment and activated carbon,
with sewering of efflﬁent: (5) gravity separation followed by cocagulant
addition, dissolved air flotation, filtration, air stripping with vapor
phase carbon adsorption, and activated carbon with sewering of effluent;
and (6), same as (5) with addition of ultrafiltration and reverse osmosis,
with sewering and/or reuse of effluent. Each alternative was subsequently
screened using the criteria presented at the beginning of this chapter. A
detailed description of each alternative which passed this screening
process is presented in Chapter 4.

On-Site Alternative 1

The first treatment alternative was developed as a minimal treatment
process, and included gravity separation or clarification, with discharge
of effluent to the LACSD sanitary sewerage system. The process was
proposed to remove 0ils and greases from the leachate with scme solids
separation occurring as well. The unit chosen was a prepackaged,
corrugated plate coalescing separator with a minimum hydraulic retention
time of 40 minutes. Grease and o0il would be skimmed to a storage tank and
sludge would be pumped to a holding tank for thickening and proper disposal
to a permitted landfill. Clarified leachate would be pumped or would flow
by gravity to the LACSD sewer system. Proximate sewer locations for five
alternative treatment plant locations are identified in Figure G-1.
This'process would be simple, easily implemented, and inexpensive to con-
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struct and operate. Although this alternative would improve the protection
of public health, welfare, and the environment, when compared to the no
action alternative (Section 3.2.1), adequate reduction of potential risks
may not be provided. On-site Alternative 1 would function in removing oil
and grease, organic constituents solubilized in the oily fraction, and
insoluble constituents but would not effectively remove soluble heavy
metals, sulfides, cyanides or water soluble organic constituents. The
toxic effects of a mumber of the leachate constituents that would not be
removed are discussed in Section 3.2.1, "Endangerment Assessment for
'No-Action Alternative®. These remaining constituents could constitute a
threat to public health, welfare, and the environment after they were
discharged to the sanitaty' sewerage system. Organic substances with a high
vapor pressure could volatilize and build up in sewer systems to create a
hazard for sewer maintenance personnel. Vapors could also be released
through manholes. Additionally, many contaminants, although significantl'y
diluted by domestic wastes after discharge to the sanitary sewer system,
could pass through the regional domestic wastewater treatment facility and
contaminate receiving waters. -

On-gite treatment Alternative 1 also does not appear to be a preferred
alternative for the management of leachate from the OIl site, based on
permanency. Since on-site Alternative 1 is not designed to remove organic
contaminants and soluble heavy metals, there is no significant and perma-
nent reduction in the toxicity, mobility, or volume of these pollutants
during the treatment process. Pollutants are discharged to the sanitary
sewerage system where they are diluted. Furthermore, if these materials
are not sufﬁéiently diluted, they could then potentially pose risks to
health, welfare, or the environment in the future and at locations away
from the OII site.

Although on-site treatment Alternative 1 results in improved management of
leachate from the OII site, in comparison with the no action alternative,
this alternative does not appear to provide an adequate level of protection
of public health, welfare, and the environment. 1In addition, because this
alternative does not significantly and permanently reduce the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of many pollutants, it is not a preferred alternative
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under SARA. Therefore, on-site treatment Alternative 1 was screened from
further consideration.

On-Site Alternative 2

The second on-site treatment alternative consisted of Alternative 1 with
the addition of a rapid mix unit, a solid/liquid separation system, rapid
sand filtration, air stripping, and off-gas treatment. A coagulant would
be added in the rapid mix unit and the coagulated materials would be skim-
med off or settled out in the solid/liquid dissolved air flotation separa-
tion system. Additional solids would be removed by rapid sand filtration.
Air stripping, incorporating a vapor phase carbon adsorption system would
be employed for sulfide and organic pollutant removal. Effluent from this
facility would be sewered to the LACSD system. ' .
This system would provide better protection of public health, welfare, and
the environment than Alternative 1. Bmulsified oil and grease, solids and
heavy metals would be removed, utilizing the rapid mix coagulant addition,
dissolved air flotation and filtration. Sulfides and volatile organic
compounds would be removed from the liquid phase in the air stripping
column and captured by the vapor phase carbon adsorption column. The
effectiveness of this system in removing toxic constituents prior to dis-
charge would be dependent on raw leachate quality and the fraction of
strippable toxic organics. Semi-volatile constituents might not be
adequately removed by this system. This alternative provides a means of
concentrating and capturi.né volatile toxic constituents present in the
leachate thus allowing for a permanent and significant reduction in their
toxicity, mobility, and volume. Therefore, on-site treatment Alternative 2
appears to be a preferred alternative under SARA and could effectively
contribute to protecting public health. On-site Alternative 2 was
considered a viable option for further consideration.

On-Site Alternative 3

The third on-site treatment alternative consisted of Alternative 2 with ‘the
air stripping and vapor phase carbon adsorption off-gas treatment unit
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processes replaced by a liquid phase granular activated carbon adsorption
system for toxic organic constituent removal. Effluent from this system
would be discharged to LACSD sewers.

This treatment plant alternative is considered to be comparable to or
slightly better than Alternative 2 in providing adequate protection of
public health, welfare, and the environment. Sorbable organic constituents
would be removed from the liquid leachate in the carbon towers. This
configuration might not be as effective as Alternative 2 in removing low
molecular weight volatile organics, but would be more effective in the
removal of semi-volatile sorbable constituents.

Alternative 3 provides a means of concentrating and capturing toxic consti-
tuents present in the liquid leachate on a solid sorbant. The pollutants
‘are thus largely immobilized and the volume is reduced. This altemative'
appears to be a preferred alternative under SARA and could effectively
contribute to protecting public health. On-site treatment Alternative 3
was considered an alternative which should be evaluated in detail. -

On-Site Alternative 4§

The fourth on-site't:eat.ment alternative was formulated by combining some
components of Alternatives 2 and 3. It consisted of the same gravity
separation, rapid mix coagulant addition, dissolved air flotation and
filtration process train followed by air stripping without off-gas
treatment and granular activated carbon adsorption with sewering of
effluent.

Alternative 4 would be the most reliable of the first four on-site
alternatives in producing the cleanest effluent. Highly volatile toxic
organics present in the OI1 leachate would be removed in the air stripping
colum with other sorbable toxic organics removal by activated carbon
adsorption. This alternative would provide good overall total toxic
organic and sulfide removal, as well as oil and grease and metal removal,
plus it would allow for more effective use of the activated carbon than
Alternative 3 and thus lower carbon replacement costs. .
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The disadvantage of on-site treatment Alternative 4, is its the failure to
treat off-gas from the air stripping tower. Toxic volatile orgahics
stripped from the liquid phase to the gas phase should be removed from the
_gas phase in order to effectively reduce odors, protect public health, and
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the wastes in
accordance with SARA. Transferring hazardous substances from the liquid to
gas phase is not a permanent method of reducing the toxicity or mobility of
these pollutants. Therefore, Alternative 4 has been eliminated from
further consideration on the basis of lack of permanency and potential
contribution to public health problems.

On-Site Alternative 5

On-site leachate treatment Alternative 5 consisted of the same unit
processes as presented in Alternative 4 with the addition of a vapor phase
carbon adsorption system. This system provided for improved protection of
public health over Alternative 4 by capturing toxic constituents present in
off-gases from the air stripping tower. Alternative 5 also provided a
better degree of permanence than Alternative 4 in that the mobility of the
stripped toxic pollutants was significantly and permanently reduced, due to
capture in the vapor phase carbon adsorption column. Therefore, on-site
treatment Alternative 5 was considered for further evaluatiocn.

On-Site Alternative 6

The sixth on-site treatment alternative was identified specifically to
exceed applicable or relevant and appropriate standards. This remedial
alternative consists of the system presented in Alternative S with
additional treatment to remove total dissolved solids (TDS). This system
was designed to provide effluent of irrigation reuse quality, and thus
would exceed LACSD discharge standards.

TDS removal, necessary for reuse, will be accomplished using an ultrafil-
tration/reverse osmosis (UF/RO) desalination system. Ultrafiltration was
provided as pretreatment for the reverse osmosis unitito reduce membrane
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fouling. A detailed description of the UF/RO system is presented in
Section 4.2.1. High TDS brine resulting from the treatment process would
be disposed of to the sanitary sewerage system.

On-site treatment Alternative 6 is considered to be an innovative leachate
management alternative which provides protection of pubic health, welfare,
and the environment and which ccmpiies with SARA. Therefore, this alter-
native was deemed to warrant further analysis. Although costs would be
higher for this option than other on-site treatment alternatives evaluated,
a preliminary estimate of costs indicated that increased costs would not
greatly exceed costs for other on-site alternatives and this would not
necessitate rejection on a cost basis.

3.2.6 Summary of Alternative Screening

Initial screéning of remedial action alternatives to manage OII leachate
was performed to eliminate alternatives which were not effective in
protecting public health, welfare, and the environment, did not follow ~
established EPA policies, and did not permanently and significantly reduce
the mobility, toxicity or volume of hazardous substances. Of the ten '
proposed, five alternatives were eliminated based on these considerations.
None of the ten alternatives was deemed significantly more costly than
other viable alternatives. .

Various off-site and.on-site treatment and disposal alternatives were
reviewed. Off-site treatment and four of the six on-site treatment alter-
natives were found to be acceptable, based on the previously referenced
selection criteria. These were selected to undergo further analysis. Both
off- and on-site disposal alternatives were eliminated from consideration
after review. Table 3-4 presents a sumnary of the screening process
performed on the proposed remedial alternatives for the management of the
OII landfill leachate.

am?®
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TABLE 3-4

SUMMARY OF INITIAL SCREENING OP ALTERNATIVES

Alternative Results of Initial Screening

Reason for Elimination

No Action

Off-site treatment

off-site disposal

On-site disposal

On-site treatment

Alt.]l - Gravity separation sewer disposal

Alt.2 - Gravity separation, coagulation
addition, DAP, filtration, air
stripping with off-gas treatment
sewer disposal -

Alt.3 - Same as Alt.2 with GAC replacing
.air stripping/off-gas treatment

Alt.4 - Same as Alt.3 with air stripping
without off-gas treatment added
prior to GAC

Alt.5 -~ Same as Alt.d with off-gas treat-
ment added

Alt.6 - Same as Alt.S with UP/RO added and
reuse of effluent

Eliminated

Consider further
Eliminated

Eliminated

Eliminated

Consider further

Consider further

Eliminated

Consider further

Consider further

Potential adverse public health and
environmental effects

Potential adverse public health
effects, EPA policy, permanency,
cost

Potential adverse public health
effects, permanency

Potential adverse health and
environmental effects, permanency

Potential adverse health effects,
permanency

(

-




4.0 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

This section presents a detailed evaluation of the five alternatives that
remain after the initial screening described in Section 3.

The alternatives selected for further analyses include:

s

-] Off-sit; treatment .
- Qff-site treatment at a permitted facility
<) On-site treatment

- Gravity separation~-> DAF—> filtration—> air stripping
with off-gas treatment--> effluent disposal to LACSD.
(On-site Alternative 2)

- Gravity separation—> DAF—> filtration-——> activated
;arhon—-) effluent disposal to LACSD. (On-site Alternative
)

- Gravity separation—> DAF—> filtration--> air stripping
with off-gas treatment——> activated carbon—> effluent
disposal to LACSD. (On-site Alternative 5)

- Gravity separation——> DAF—> filtration —> air sttzppzng
with off-gas treatment—)> activated carbon—>
ultrafiltration—> reverse osmosis—> reuse of effluent for
irrigation or discharge to LACSD. (On-site Alternative 6)

The ability of the remedies specified under each alternative to protect
human health, welfare, and the environment are evaluated in the context of
engineering performance and reliability. The detailed analysis of each
alternative includes an evaluation based on non-cost factors followed by an
evaluation based on cost. Non-cost criteria examined for each alternative
include the following:

o Technical considerations. A refinement and description of the
alternative in detail, with emphasis on the use of established
technology, is provided. Criteria examined include the expected
performance, reliability and implementability of the alternative.

) Safety and public health protection. A discussion and assessment
of the safety and public health concerns of the alternative is
provided.
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o Institutional requirements. A discussion of the institutional
requirements which would apply to the alternative is presented.

o Environmental impacts. Possible adverse environmental impacts
which g:gld result from implementing the alternative are
discussed.

A detailed cost analysis, including operation and maintenance cost and
distribution of costs over time is present in Secton 4.3.

4.1 OFF-SITE TREATMENT OF LEACHATE

4.1.1 TECHNICAL DISCUSSION OF OFF-SITE TREATMENT

Description

Off-site treatment is the method currently being used to manage the leach-
ate generated at the OII landfill. Leachate is pumped on a daily basis
from the underground collection tanks to the above ground Baker storage
tanks. The leachate is periodically pumped from the storage tanks and
hauled to an off-site treatment plant where it is batch-treated and the
effluent disposed of in the LACSD sewer system. There are two off-site
treatment facilities in Southern California that are permitted and capable
of treating the leachate:

o ChemTech; Vernon, California
o Oil Process Company; Los Angeles, California

The operation of the ChemTech plant, which is currently treating the
leachate from the OII facility, is described below.

The ChemTech treatment process train (Figure 4-1) begins with the

plate separator where gravity separation of oil, water, and solids occurs.
The leachate then enters a chemical mixing tank where alum (48% aluminum
sulfate) is added under pH control (near neutrality). Oil and suspended
solids are subsequently removed in the presence of polymer as floc in the
dissolved air flotation (DAF) tank. Pinpoint floc not skimmed in the DAF
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tank is removed by sand and canister filters. Clarified, de-oiled leachate
subséquently passes into granula't activated carbon (GAC) adsorption towers
for removal of dissolved organics. The facility is currently adding an air
stripping tower to the proces‘s train prior to GAC adsorption in order to
reduce carbon usage. Sludge generated in the DAF tank and plate separator
is routed to a filter press for dewatering before disposal at a RCRA
landfill. Design flow rates are in the range of S0-70 gpm.

‘Performance

It is estimated that since April, 1985, more than 3 million gallons of OII
leachate have been treated at the ChemTech plant. The effluent is batched
and tested prior to discharge to the LACSD sewer system. If the effluent
meets the LACSD discharge limitations (listed in Table 2-2) and the permit
conditions are met, the effluent is pumped to the sewer. If the conditions
are not met, further treatment is required. 1In a November, 1986, discus-
sion with staff at the LACSD, it was indicated that the ChemTech processes
have been effective for the treatment of leachate. During early June 1985,
EPA consultants Woodward-Clyde Consultants (WCC) conducted a treatability
test at the ChemTech Treatment facility. Samples were taken of the raw
leachate, the treated leachate effluent and at a point in the process
between the sand filtration and the carbon adsorption units. Altogether
five samples of raw leachate, five samples of effluent and four
"in-process" samples were tested. The oil and grease was the only
parameter that exceeded the LACSD discharge limitation. The oil and grease
content was measured by WCC at 30-50 mg/1. The LACSD discharge limit is 10
mg/1, however, the LACSD stated that the ChemTech effluent normally meets
the oil and grease discharge limit of 10 mg/1.

Reliability

All of the processes utilized in the various units comprising the plant are
commonly used in industry. Further, they have been used at other leachate
treatment facilities. Operation of the ChemTech treatment facility is not
complex, operates by partial autcmation, and has low maintenance require-
ments. Off-site treatment at the ChemTech facility will remain viable as
4-4 ,
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long as the plant is approved to treat OIl leachate and can provide unin-
terrupted service. The ChemTech facility, as a private enterprise, can
cease operation at any time, especially if it becomes unprofitable. In
addition, if requlations are violated, this option could not be continued.
An alternative off-site treatment facility would have to be used. Off-site
treatment might then require excessive haul distances and associated
increases in cost and risk. Off-site treatment therefore, is of
questionable reliability.

Implementability

" The ChemTech facility is already treating OII landfill leachate, therefore
it can be implemented immediately. ‘ :

4.1.2 SAFETY AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROTECTION

Operation of the ChemTech facility itself does not pose a major threat to
the health and safety of the commmnity. Leachate is trucked seven miles
from the landfill to the treatment plant. Adverse public health, welfare,
and environmental impacts could occur in the case of an accident on the
trip to the treatment plant. Statistics are not available on the
pi'obability of an accident occurring on the route the tanker trucks would
take. Due to the short haul distance to the ChemTech facility and the low
hauling frequency, there is a small probability of an accident involving
leachate spillage. Overall accident statistics from the U.S. Department of
Transportation (1982) indicate some 451 accidents occur per one hundred
million vehicle miles. It has been estimated that in tanker truck
accidents, 53 percent result in spillage of the contents (1981 California
Highway Patrol statistics). (This would place the probability of an
accident with a spill at greater than 1 percent per year.) Tanker spillage
along this route could result in exposure of the public to toxic chemicals
via direct contact with leachate as well as via contact with leachate
contaminated soils, surface water, and groundwater, and via inhalation of
volatile organic emissions. Short-term, one time exposures to leachate
following a transportation accident are not likely to pose significant
health risks, especially if appropriate emergency response actions are
implemented.
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Leachate is loaded into tank trucks on the OIl site by means of a vacuum
pumping system. Under this type of loading system, neither leachate nor
odors are likely to escape. However, experience has shown that this
activity poses the greatest risk of a spill during transport of leachate.
The vacuum pumping station would be a special area of the OII site designed
to contain any spill that would occur if a hose or valve failed. Any
spillage would be removed to prevent exposure and associated risks to the
nearby residential areas. A Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure
Plan (SPCC) would be developed for the site. The SPCC could not address
any failures in the vacuum truck equipment which could cause leakage during

transport.

Public health risk resulting from a 5,000 gallon spill of leachate is
difficult to assess. 1t would depend on the nature and location of the
accident. The leachate is not highly volatile, and it is anticipated that
any major health effects of a spill would result mainly from direct .
contact. In addition, it should be noted that in all situations where
contaminated materials are removed from a site and treated, stored, or
diéposed at a RCRA-permitted facility, it is not necessary to include the
RCRA facility as a source of chemical release to the environment for
purposes of remedial alternative assessment. Potential releases during
transport of wastes from the site to the RCRA facility also need not be
considered (EPA 1986a). Consequently, only spills during transfer of
leachate at the OII site need be considered explicitly for this assessment.
As noted above, development and implementation of an SPCC Plan for the site
would minimize potential risks to public health in the vicinity of the
site.

4.1.3 INSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS

ChemTech Systems Inc. is presently permitted to accept and treat leachate
from the OII landfill at its treatment plant. ChemTech has an industrial
discharge permit to discharge to the LACSD sewer on a batch basis. The
batched treatment plant effluent must meet LACSD discharge requirements
prior to release into the sewer system. The plant opération currently
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meets the requirements of the SCAQMD and federal and state requirements
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

4.1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Off-site treatment would reduce the volume of leachate at the OII site and
consequently reduce the risk of leachate contamination of the environment.

Possible adverse impacts are similar as those discussed in the public
health section. If a spill occurred as the result of an accident, scme
environmental damage may occur, depending on the nature and location of the
accident, the proximity to sensitive environmental receptors, and the
environmental fate and transport of leachate contaminants in the vicinity
of the spill. A spill which could occur at the OII site during'tmck
loading activities is expected to be contained within the site boundaries
by virture of the SPCC plan for the site and thus would be expected to
cause only minimal additional adverse environmental impacts. A major s.pill
of leachate on the highway along the route to ChemTech could potentially
cause environmental damage. Although the trucking route to ChemTech does
not pass any waterways, a major spill of 5,000 gallons of raw leachate on
the highway in specific areas could probably not be completely contained
before a portion of the spill entered the storm drainage system with
potential for contaminating surface waters. The trucking route passes over
major storm drains tributary to both the Los Angeles River and the Rio
Hondo Coastal Basin Spreading Grournds. The Pomona Freeway, west of OII to
Atlantic Boulevard, passes over six channel tributaries to the Rio Hondo.
Additionally, west of Atlantic Boulevard, the Pomona and Long Beach |
Freeways pass over many channels tributary to the Los Angeles River. These
channels are primarily underground with limited access and have no flow
control systems in their design. A SPCC plan which would be developed if
this alternative were selected, would include response actions to be

. undertaken in order to minimize any envirormental impacts which could occur
if a spill at the site or along the trucking route to the off-site
facility. As noted above, however, potential releases during transport of
leachate from the OII site to the off-site RCRA treatment facility need not
be considered in this assessment of remedial alternatives.
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4.1.5 ALTERNATE OFF-SITE TREATMENT AT OIL PROCESS COMPANY

Oil Process Company (OPC) operates an industrial liquid waste treatment
‘facility in Los Angeles. OPC operates as a RCRA approved facility under a
Part B permit issued by California DOHS. The facility is permitted for
industrial discharge by the Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation. Sludge
generated at the treatment facility is hauled to Casmalia for disposal.

The process treatment of liquid wastes is similar to the ChemTech facility
and consists of coagulation, sedimentation, gravity separation, DAF, steam
stripping and activated carbon. OPC will accept leachate from the OII
landfill site.

The evaluation of technical feasibility, safety, institutional compliance,
public health and environmental impacts is similar to the evaluation for
the ChemTech facility. The haul route would be about 3 miles longer and
would cross the Los Angeles River. The SPCC plan developed for the
alternative would address spill response actions to minimize environmental
impacts in case of an accident, however, prevention of direct contact with
the leachate and prevention of surface and groundwater contamination could
not be ensured.

Puture off-site treatment of OII leachate will be determined by competitive
bidding from approved waste treatment facilities.

4.2 ON-SITE TREATMENT OF LEACHATE

4.2.1 TECHNICAL DISCUSSION OF ON-SITE TREATMENT

The on—-site treatment alternative for managing OII landfill leachate
involves the construction and operation of a leachate treatment facility at
the landfill site. The following four alternative treatment plant
configurations were evaluated for treatment of the leachate:
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Process Train #1

Gravity separation —> coagulant addition —> dissolved air flotition
—> filtration —> air stripping with vapor phase carbon adsorption
... discharge (On-site Alternative 2)

Process Train #2

Gravi sepaéation —> coagulant addition —> dissolved air flotation
—> filtration —> liquid phase granular activated carbon adsorption
... discharge (On-site Alternative 3)

Process Train #3

Gravity separation —)> coagulant addition —> dissolved air flotation
—> filtration —> air stripping with vapor phase carbon adsorption
—> liquid phase granular activated carbon. adsorption ... discharge
(On-site Alternative S)

Process Train $#4

Gravity separation ——> coagulant addition --=> dissolved air flotation
-—> filtration ——> air stripping with vapor phase carbon adsorption
-=> liquid phase granular activated carbon adsorption —>
ultra-filtration ——> reverse osmosis ... reuse and/or discharge
(On-site Alternative 6)

In addition to evaluating, in detail, the effectiveness and associated
costs of each of the above-referenced treatment alternatives, four possible
locations for siting the treatment facility at or adjacent to the landfill
were evaluated to determine the effect of plant location on cost, consist-
ency with the final remedy, and other public health and safety factors.
This analysis, which is included as Appendix G, illustrates that minor dif-
ferences in capital and present worth costs exist between the four siting
alternatives. A fifth siting alternative is also presented in Appendix A.

Description

The unit processes for removal of oil and grease and heavy metals are the
same for the four on-site treatment alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, S5, and
6). The processes for the removal of the organic compounds vary between
on-site treatment Alternatives 2, 3, and 5. A schematic of the Alternative
2 process train is shown in Figure 4-2. Without granular activated carbon .
(GAC) adsorption following air stripping, it is unlikeiy that the treated
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leachate would consistently meet the requirements for total toxic organic
removal needed for an off-site wastewater discharge permit (considered an
ARAR). Even so, this alternative reduces the threat from the hazardous
leachate and provides significantly increased protection of public health,
welfare, and the environment in comparison to the no-action alternative
(Section 3.2.1).

On-site treatment Alternative 3, as depicted schematically in Figure 4-3,
employs granular activated carbon (GAC) adsorption following the initial
treatment process. Activitated carbon removes organic contaminants from |
water by the process of adsorption. Activated carbon may not effectively
remove the smaller, polar organic constituents in the leachate, such as
methylene chloride and vinyl chloride, due to the existence of a complex
organic matrix in the waste and the resulting competitive adsorption
effects. Alternative 3 should provide organic removal as required to meet
the LACSD total toxic organic effluent discharge limitation of 1.0 mg/L.
This is essentially the same process train utilized at the ChemTech
treatment facility during the period April 1985 through December 1986.

On-site treatment Alternative 5, shown in Figure 4-4, includes both air
stripping and GAC adsorption. By utilizing both units, this alternative is
expected to achieve the LACSD discharge requirements for both vinyl
chloride and total toxic organics. Air stripping will lessen the organic

load on the GAC unit thereby reducing carbon consumption and the associated

costs. This sytem includes a vapor phase carbon adsorption column to
capture toxic constituents present in off-gases from the air stripping
tower.

On-site treatment Alternative 6, shown schematically in Figure 4-5, adds
ultrafiltration and reverse osmosis to the process train of on-site
treatment Alternative S. This process would remove total dissolved solids
from one portion of the treated leachate and concentrate it in another
portion, creating two products: irrigation quality water for use on-site
and a brine waste high in TDS requiring disposal in the LACSD sewer system.
The level of leachate treatment provided by this ptxés train would exceed
ARARs for discharge to the POIW.
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The leachate treatment facilities discussed in subsequent sections were
sized to treat the liquids collected at a rate of approximately 10,000
gallons/day (justification for this value was presented in Section 1.3.3).
In order to minimize impacts of plant operation, it is planned to operate
the plant Monday through Friday, eight hours per day during the daylight
hours. 1f flow significantly increases, the plant would have the flexi-
bility of operating up to 24 hours per day. The planned forty hour week
operation necessitates process units capable of treating a flow rate of 30
gpm. The plant would be capable of etticiéntly treating leachate in a flow
range of 15 to 35 gpm. Thus, the plant will have the flexibility of hand-
ling variations in the rate of leachate collection from 5,100 gallons/ day
to 12,000 gallons/day over a seven day week.

For planning purposes, and to be consistent with the final site remedy,
flexibility will be incorporated into the plant layout and space require-
ments. The flexibility will accommodate plant expansion to a 60, to a 90,
and/or to a 120 gpm plant. A 120 gpm plant would be required in the event
that treatment is required for an average collection rate of 40,000
gallons/day and the forty hour per week schedule is followed. 1If the plan
requires emergency capacity, operation for greater than forty hours would
be feasible. An eighty hour, five day operating week at 120 gpm would
allow treatment of 115,200 gallons/day. Figure 4-6 shows a possible layout
for a 30 gpm plant. A discussion of space requirements for the treatment
facility and possible facility expansion is presented in Appendix G.

The operation of the plant will require both influent (leachate) and
effluent (treated water) storage. Influent storage of 100,000 gallons
(approximately 10 days of leachate collection) is confiqured into the
treatment facility. Effluent storage of 129,000 gallons (three tanks @
43,000 gallons each) is provided. Influent storage capacity will be
utilized in the event the plant is down for a short period of time, and to
provide a controlled uniform feed of leachate to the unit process.
Effluent storage capacity is needed to allow time for testing effluent
since each tank must be analyzed prior to discharge. Ample storage may
also be necessary during sewer line maintenance, etc. ®

4-15
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As discussed previcusly, the quality characteristics of the OII leachate,
as analyzed to date, are highly variable. It is anticipated that this
variability will be experienced in the future leachate collected at the
site. As such, the on-gite treatment processes must be able to treat a
leachate having a wide range in concentrations of oil and grease, heavy
metals, organics, and sulfides. |

Description of the processes evaluated and their functions are given in the
. following sections: '

Removal of Oil and Grease and Heavy Metals

All of the four on-site treatment alternatives evaluated include a
consistent set of unit processes for the removal of cil and grease and
heavy metals. This system consists of a gravity corrugated plate separator
followed by alum addition in a rapid mix unit, dissolved air flotation and
filtration. This process is described below. )

Corrugated Plate Separator

Separation is provided as a physical method to provide for phase separation
and removal of nonemulsified oils present in the OII leachate. As shown in
Appendix C, the oil and grease concentration in the leachate has varied
widely, ranging from 6 mg/1 to 296,000 mg/1. Most of the samples taken
indicated that total oil and grease levels were in the range of several
hundred milligrams per liter. Although the degree of emulsification of the
total oil and grease in the leachate is unknown, the gravity separator is
provided as a method of easily removing the nonemulsified fraction. The
separator will be designed to provide a minimum retention time of approxi-
mately 40 minutes to allow ample time for adequate quiescent phase
separation. The separation process will achieve removal requirement, for
leachate having a nonemulsified oil and grease content not exceeding the
3,000 mg/1 level. In the unanticipated event of concentration of oil and
grease exceeding 3,000 mg/1, the leachate could be retreated, and, if
necessary, additional separation capacity could be added.

4-17
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- Two side streams, the grease and oil skimmed from the surface of the sepa-
rator and settled sludge solids, will be produced by this unit. Skimmed
-grease and oil will be removed to a storage tank and settled material will
be pumped to a sludge holding tank for dewatering and disposal. 1If the

- skimmed oil and grease is not hazardous, it will be picked up by a waste
oil company. If the skimmings are determined to be hazardous, they will be
disposed of at a RCRA landfill.

Rapid Mix Unit

Due to the pumping of the leachate to the treatment plant and surfactants
present in the leachate, it is anticipated that a significant fraction of
the oil and grease will be in an emulsified form. This will necessitate
physical or chemical treatment before effective removal can be achieved.
Additionally, a chemical treatment to provide a removal mechanism for heavy
metals will be required. A rapid mix unit will be employed to chemically
treat the leachate prior to removal of emulsified oil and grease and heavy
metals.

Preliminary results of the jar testing on OII leachate (Appendix E),
indicated that aluminum sulfate (alum), at a dose of SO0 mg/1l, was effective
in breaking the emulsion as well as providing beneficial coagulation of
heavy metals present in the leachate. Further bench-scale testing will be
required in order to identify types and proper doses of chemicals for the
most efficient performance.

Dissolved Air Flotation

Dissolved air flotation (DAF) is employed for phase separation of the
coagulated material, as well as removal of flocculated oil and grease. The
DAPF unit consists of an air dissolution tank, a flotation tank and related
appurtenances including an air compressor system and recirculation pump.
Alr is dissolved into leachate in the dissolution tank. The flow then
passes into the flotation tank where the dissolved air is released in
bubble form. Floc particles are driven to the surface by the rising
bubbles. Two side streams are produced by DAF units 'including skimmings
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and sludges which will be pumped to the sludge holding tank. Additionally,
off-gas would emanate from the DAF unit. Emissions from the unit would be
passed through a vapor phase carbon adsorption unit.

As shown in Appendix C, only cne sample of OIl leachate was analyzed for
surfactants. This showed a concentration of 4.5 mg/1. At this level,
excessive foaming in the DAF unit would not develop. However, cne sample
-is not conclusive and further testing and evaluation will be required in
the predesign studies.

Gravity Sand Filters

Gravity sand filtration is provided to capture floc and other suspended -
solids which are not removed by the DAF unit. This unit is utilized to
minimize solids build-up in downstream units and thus to maintain the effi-
cient operation of those units. The proposed filtration scheme consists of
passing clarified DAF effluent through a sand filter containing approxi-
mately two feet of 0.9 to 1.2 mm size sand. Application rate is projected
to be 3 gpm/ft’ and two filters will be provided to allow for the required
backwashing operation. It is estimated that the filters would be back-
washed each day at the end of the daily operation. Water would be pulled
from the effluent storage tanks. The contaminated backwash water will be
pumped to the leachate storage tanks.

The aforementioned set of unit processes are incorporated into all on-site
treatment alternatives. They would be designed to provide a reliable and
flexible system for removing oil and grease, heavy metals and solid
materials. The system would be operated to assure compliance with LACSD
pretreatment requirements for oil and grease and heavy metals and would
also provide a degree of pretreatment for the organic removal unit
processes. PFurther treatability studies need to be conducted during the
pre-design phase to assure the proper types and dosing of coagulants.

4-19
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Removal of Volatile Organics

Air stripping is used in on-site Alternatives 2, 5 and 6 to remove organic
compounds. In liquid waste treatment, air stripping is a unit process in
which liquid and air are brought into contact with each other to remove
volatile substances from the liquid. If the liquid contains volatile
compounds in excess of the equilibrium level, the contaminant will transfer
from the liquid phase to the gas phase until equilibrium is achieved. 1f
the air is continuously replaced with fresh non-contaminated air, and if
sufficient contact time is allowed, volatile organic compounds will be
removed from solution. Semi-volatile organic compounds are not as easily
removed by air stripping. ' '

The effectiveness of the air stripping process in removing volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) from water is governed by Henry’s Law, which states that
the concentration of a gas which is dissolved in liquid is directly .
proporticnal to the partial pressure of the vapor phase of that gas with
which the solution is in contact. As a result, compounds which have high
Henry’s constants are generally removed more cffici.ently'by the air
stripping process. Several volatile organic compounds currently found in
the OII leachate, such as vinyl chloride, have high Henry’s Law constants
and thus would be readily removed. However, the presence of a complex
matrix of toxic organic substances in the leachate including several
relatively less volatile pollutants, such as phenols and phthalate esters,
would not assure that an air stripping system alone would reqularly meet
LACSD standards for total toxic organics. In order to effectively remove
the less volatile organic compounds, the stripping tower air to liquid
ratio must be increased significantly and the loading rate decreased, or
other unit processes, such as carbon adsorption, must be employed.
Stripping tower design data for a 30 gpm plant is presented in Table 4-1.
The most commonly used, efficient and economical air stripping system
consists of a packed tower with a blower at the bottom of the tower. This
system is a proven technology and can achieve high removal efficiencies of
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The overall height. of the stripping
tower is estimated to be approximately 23 feet which would not be
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significantly taller than proposed leachate storage tanks. The tower could
be partially set below grade or designed with a horizontal flow component
to reduce its height and its aesthetic impact.

Air emissions from a packed tower air stripping unit will contain low
levels of the contaminants which have been removed from the liquid. For
this reason, a system to remove compounds from the stripping tower exhaust
will be employed. A vapor phase carbon adsorption unit will be utilized to
eliminate ordors and to achieve the desired off-gas treatment. The sizing
of the unit will be done as a part of the pre-design study.

TABLE 4-1
AIR STRIPPING DESIGN FOR 30 GPM PLANT

Volatile Organics

Number of Units | ) | 1

Air to Water Ratio 40:1
. Water Flow (gpm) - 30
Loading Rate thfZ 10
Column Diameter (ft) : 2
Packing Depth (ft) 17
Air Flow (per unit) SCFM i 160
Electric Power (blowers) HP 1.0

Removal of Organics

Activated carbon removes organic contaminants from water by the process of
adsorption (the attraction and accumulation of one substance on the surface
of another). In general, high surface area and pore:structure of the car-
bon are the prime factors in adsorption of organics from liquids, whereas
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the chemical nature of the carbon surface is of relatively minor signifi-
cance. Generally, activated carbon has been found to remove volatile
organic compounds from liquids with removal efficiencies ranging from 40 to
99 percent, depending upon the contaminant characteristics and physical
properties of the carbon. Activated carbon has been widely used in water
treatment systems for many years for the removal of taste and odors, as
well as specific soluble organic materials.

Several factors can influence the effectiveness of an activated carbon
adsorption system, including:

a. The nature of the carbon itself;

b. The nature of the material to be adsorbed, including its
molecular size and polarity;

€. The nature of the solution, including its pH, temperature, and
influent contaminant concentration; and

d. The contacting system and its mode of operation, including
contact time between liquid and carbon, influent flow
distribution and hydraulic loading rates.

Granular activated carbons are those that are larger than U.S. Sieve Series
No. S50. GAC systems generally consist of vessels in which the carbon is
placed, forming a "filter bed", which may operate by gravity or under
_pressure. Once the carbon adsorptive capacity has been fully utilized, the
carbon is disposed of or regenerated. Pick-up of spent carbon and off-site
regeneration is a service frequently offered by suppliers of activated
carbon and would be used for this project. Columns can be operated in
series or parallel modes. Vessels are equipped with carbon removing and
loading mechanisms to allow for the removal of spent carbon and the
addition of new or regenerated carbon. Flow can be either upward or
downward through the carbon bed. '

The effectiveness of carbon adsorption will depend on the type and concen-
tration of the contaminants present in the leachate. Activated carbon may
not effectively remove the smaller, polar organic constituents in the

leachate, such as methylene chloride and vinyl chloride, due to the exist-
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ence of a complex organic matrix in the waste and the resulting competitive
adsorption’ effects. The make-up of the OI1 leachate is such that GAC units
without air stripping columns upstream should provide organic removal
required to achieve the total toxic organic effluent discharge limitation
of 1.0 mg/]1 imposed by LACSD. Less efficient use of the carbon would occur
- if air stripping were not used prior to GAC adsorption thus carbon usage

would be greater. Estimates of carbon usage with and without air stripping
are presented in Section 4.3. 1In addition, effective removal of vinyl
chloride and methylene chloride will likely require air stripping in
conjunction with the GAC unit. This is due to the small size and polar
nature of these organic leachate constituents.

The activated carbon columns were preliminarily sized based upon a loading
rate of 15 gpm/ft’ and contact time of 15 minutes. Further treatability
studies will be conducted during the design phase to assure proper sizing
and loading of the GAC filter units.

Ultrafiltration/Reverse Osmosis

On-site treatment Alternative 6 consists of the Alternative 5 configuration
with addition of ultrafiltration and reverse osmosis unit processes. This
addition would allow for the production of effluent of irrigation reuse
quality, and thus would exceed LACSD standards. The three other on-site
treatment alternatives would not reduce the total dissolved solids (TDS)
levels of the OIl leachate from the influent level of 11,000-12,000 mg/1 to
a level suitable for irrigation reuse.

Reverse osmosis (RO) is a proven technology for reducing total dissolved
solids (TDS) levels in liquid wastes. The process involves the application
of sufficient pressure to a concentrated solution to overcome osmotic pres-
sure and force the flow of liquid through a semipermeable membrane to the
more dilute phase. This process results in the production of a permeate
stream of relatively pure water and a reject stream of increased TDS
levels. The reject stream must be bled off and disposed of as waste brine.
The waste brine would be discharged to the LACSD smr}‘-age system, provided
it met the effluent discharge requirements. The RO permeate would be
acceptable for irrigation reuse at the landfill site.
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Common RO membranes utilized for TDS removal are constructed of polyamide
polymers or cellulose triacetate and are available in various configura-
tions. Membrane life is expected to be three years under normal operating
conditions. Actual membrane choice, configuration, and other design
criteria would be determined for Alternative 5 during a pre-design study,
if this alternative were chosen.

Potential disadvantages to this system include the probable need for
extensive pretreatment of carbon-treated leachate prior to introduction
into the RO system. RO membranes are subject to chemical attack, plugging
and fouling. Leachate effluent from the activated carbon treatment would
probably require additional filtering in order to remove small particulates
and prevent plugging and minimize colloidal and biological fouling. Ultra-
filtration (UF) through 0.4S micron pore size filters is provided in this
alternative as a method of additional pretreatment. '

Additional pretreatment prior to the reverse osmosis process may also be
required to prevent metal oxide fouling and scaling of membranes. Detailed
pretreatment requirements would be determined during the pre-design phase.
Pretreatment to reduce the metal oxide fouling or scaling of membranes
could consist of ion cxchangé softening or the addition of sequestering
agents, if necessary. Generally, pretreatment would be required if the
frequency of removing foulants by periodic membrane cleaning is unaccept-
able from an economic or operations standpoint or if the foulants cause
irreversible damage to the membrane. For the purposes of this FS, under
the proposed treatment plant operational mode of eight hours per day with
adequate manpower supplied, it is assumed that membrane fouling could be
controlled by a regular maintenance program conducted by treatment facility -
operators. It is also assumed that minimal damage to the membranes other
than normal compaction would occur. Regular maintenance on the membranes
would involve cleaning with an acidic solution and could be performed as
required after the normal eight hour operatiocnal day.

Another potential limitation to using a RO system to desalinate treated
leachate is the limited permeate recovery rate which could be achieved.
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Permeate recovery from a reverse osmosis unit is dictated by the desired
product water quality (limited by solvent and solute flux) and the precipi-
tation of salts on the membrane which could occur if salt solubility limits
were exceeded. The liquid (solvent) flux is dependent upon, the character-
istics of the membrane as well as the system and osmotic pressure differen-
tial between feedwater and permeate. Salt (solute) flux is dependent upon
the salt concentration gradient across the membrane and a salt permeability
constant. OII leachate contains TDS (salt) levels of approximately 11,500
mg/1 which translates to an osmotic pressure of approximately 120 psi.
Based on data for similar RO applications, it is likely that a maximm
permeate recovery rate of 40% could be achieved in a one stage RO system.
Thus if 10,000 gallons per day of leachate were treated by the RO system,
it is estimated that approximately 4,000 gallons of permeate would be
recovered and 6,000 gallons of brine would be produced.

Under on-site Alternative 6, permeate recovered from the RO system would be
used for site irrigation and brine would be disposed of in the LACSD )
sanitary sewerage system. California Regional Water Quality Control Bond
Basin 4B surface water quality objectives mandate a 750 mg/1 maximum level
of TDS for reuse applications. The proposed RO system would have to
effectively reject approximately 93% of the feed TDS to meet this limit.
Typical RO sysim when properly designed and operated can achieve this
degree of salt rejection, although further study during the pre-design
phase would be necessary to determine if the proposed system for OII
leachate would regularly meet this limit. :

Reject water from the RO system would be discharged to the LACSD sanitary
sewerage system and would be subject to industrial pretreatment require-
ments. It is expected that the waste brine would regqularly meet LACSD
effluent discharge limitations. Feedwater to the RO system (GAC effluent)
would be subject to a concentration factor of less than two at the maximum
anticipated permeate recovery rate of 40%. Thus waste brine would contain
less than two times the concentration of RO-rejected constituents (salts)
including heavy metals that were present in the feedwater. Since heavy
metals have been identified in raw leachate usually at very low concentra-
tions with respect to LACSD discharge limitations and since treatment
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process units upstream of the RO unit are expected to remove a large
fraction of the heavy metals present in the raw leachate, it is expected
that the concentrated brine would not exceed LACSD standards for heavy
metals and could be discharged. Although TDS levels in the brine would be
concentrated to approximately 20,000 mg/l, conversations with LACSD
indicate that no specific TDS discharge limitations would exist.

If the reuse of treated leachate on-site.as irrigation water is pursued,
provisions will be required to strictly control land application to prevent
runoff and nuisances. During periods of inclement weather when irrigation
is not possible, alternative disposal mechanisms such as sewer discharge or
storage of effluent will be implemented. The RO system could be bypassed
during extended periods of wet weather. The reuse alternative will require
compliance with waste discharge requirements issued by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board and apptovél of reclaimed water use by the California
Department of Health Services. 4

Performance ) ) .

The on-site treatment plant’s performance will be measured by its ability
to meet the effluent discharge limitations of the LACSD (ARARsS). Unit
processes with known and proven treatment effectiveness are configured into
the treatment 1$lant process train. )

The processes selected for the treatment facility are similar to those used
by the ChemTech facility, which were tested and shown to be effective in
meeting LACSD standards (WCC, 1985). One identified problem with oil and
grease removal has apparently been rectified (LACSD, 1986).

During preparation of the predesign report, the following bench scale or
pilot plant studies should be performed to more accurately determine
individual equipment sizing:

o Accelerated Carbon Tests (ACT). Samples of leachate should be
taken before and after air stripping in order to determine carbon
usage for those alternatives that utilize or do not utilize an
air stripper. Emissions from air stripping: should be analyzed to
determine contaminant levels. Bench scale c¢arbon adsorption and
air stripping tests should be conducted to determine design data.
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-] 0il and Grease Removal. Samples of conditioned leachate should
be sent to DAF vendors for determination of hydraulic and solids
loading and for recommendations on sand filters versus multimedia
filters. :

o Reverse Osmosis Bench Scale Testing. Samples of coagulated,
filtered and GAC treated leachate should be run through a
bench-scale RO unit to determine design criteria and permeate and
brine characteristics. Further, various pretreatment
requirements should be evaluated including ion exchange and
chemical treatment. These tests should be preceded by a plugging
factor determination.

The four on-site treatment alternatives evaluated are all effective in .
reducing the mobility, toxicity and volume of hazardous constituents in the
leachate and could easily be adapted to deal with the variable leachate -
characteristics.

Reliability

All of the processes configured in the various units comprising the
treatment facilities analyzed for the four alternatives are commonly used:
in industry. Further, they have been used at other leachate treatment
facilities. The proposed on-site treatment facilities can be designed to
maximize automation and are expected to have low maintenance requirements.

Implementability

The unit process evaluated for the on-site treatment alternatives are
standard and/or pre-packaged units. It is estimated that they could be

‘ ordered and installed within a 6 to 9 month period. An additional 6 to 12
months should be allowed for process testing, engineering and off-site
permit approvals (if required).

4.2.2 ISA!'F.'I'Y AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROTECTION
Although the operation of an on-site treatment facility is not expected to

pose a significant threat to the health and safety of the surrounding
commnity, several potential concerns must be addressed. Potential risks
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and community concerns from the operation of an on-site facility include
leachate spills, release of malodorous and/or potentially harmful vapors,
excessive noise pollution and adverse aesthetic impact. The degree of risk
imposed by an on-site facility will depend largely upon the design of the
plant and in part on its siting. Any on-site treatment facility would be
designed to minimize any potential risk to the surrounding community.
Additionally, no contaminated liquids other than those produced due to OII
landfill operation would be treated at the cn-site plant.

State-of-the-art safety mechanisms and devices to minimize adverse impact
to the surrounding community would be incorporated into any of the four
on-site treatment plan designs. The entire process train as well as
influent and effluent storage tanks would be surrounded by a containment:
berm designed to contain any potential liquid spill. If a large spill did
occur, it would rapidly be pumped back into an enclosed storage structure.
Any volatilization of leachate contaminants under these conditions would
not be likely to pose health risks due to inhalation exposure.
Additionally, a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC)
would be developed for the plant during the pre-design phase. Alarms and
automatic shut-off valves which would halt flow to the plant would be
activated in a spill event.

Treatment process units such as DAF and air stripping which result in air
emissions would contain a vapor phase carbon adsorption column to scrub
off-gases of toxic chemicals and malodorous constituents. As discussed in
more detail in section 4.2.3, "Institutional Requirements,™ no sbecific
‘limits for discharge of volatile organic substances to ambient air exist
for these types of treatment process units. However, a screening risk
analysis for specific compounds which could potentially be discharged from
the site to ambient air would be necessary prior to the new source review
process required by the South Coast Air Quality Monitoring District
(SCAQMD) . Although pertinent data are extremely limited, a conservative,
preliminary assessment of the potential risks that could be associated with
release of volatile organic chemicals from treatment process units at the
OII site was prepared. FPor this assessment, likely worst-case ambient air
concentrations due to emissions from a vapor phase cagbon adsorption column

4-28 .
. 120-RI2-RT-FQUD-1



N’ -
following an air stripper column were estimated by using EPA’s PTPLU
screening model. PTPLU is a Gaussian plume dispersion model designed to
estimate maximum pollutant concentrations at ground level resulting from a
single emission source. PTPLU determines the distance to and magnitude of
maximm air concentrations from an emission source for various combinations
of metéotqlogical variables which simulate expected and worst-case
disperson conditions. The one-hour pollutant concentrations estimated by
the model reptesent the average concentraticn at a receptor over a one-hour
pericd. Longer averaging times yield lower :eceptdt concentrations due to
the variability in wind direction and resulting plume meander.

Air emissions from the combined air stripper carbon adsorption unit
represent the most significant emissions from the treatment facility.
Ambient air concentrations were estimated for all volatile organic
constituents of OII leachate having health-based inhalation exposure
guidelines or cancer potency factors for inhalation exposure listed in
EPA’s Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual (EPA 1986a). It should be
noted that not all chemicals selected for this conservative screening
analysis were selected as indicator chemicals for the no-action alternative
endangerment assessment presented in section 3.2.1. Input parameters for
the model were based on vendor specifications for the vapor phase carbon
adsorption unit and include a 97% removal efficiency, a stack height of
3.05 m, an exit temperature of 299.7°K, an exit velocity of 10.16 m/sec, a
stack diameter of 0.19 m, and a volumetric flow of 0.29 m’/sec. It was
assumed that the treatment unit operated 5 days per week, 8 hours per day,
and treated leachate at a rate of 30 gallons per minute. It was further
assumed that the leachate constituents considered were present in leachate
at the mean concentrations listed in Appendix C. The model used is
designed to give a series of conservative (worst case) results, and the
most conservative set of results obtained were selected for this analysis.

The maximm l-hour ambient concentrations at ground level, estimated to
occur at approximately 21 m from the treatment unit, are shown in Table
4-2. As shown in Table 4-2, these values are several orders of magnitude
lower than the 8-hour time weighted average concentrations required for

‘
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INHALATION EXPOSURE TO VOLATILE LEACHATE

TABLE 42
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protection of worker health by the Occupaticnal Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA). [Maximum 8-hour estimated ambient concentrations
can be approximated by multiplying the l1-hour concentrations shown in Table
4-2 by 0.7 (EPA 1977)]. The estimated maximum vinyl chloride concentration
is also less than the California Ambient Air Standard of 10 ppb (20 ug/m’)
for this compound. Potential health risks to individuals living in the
vicinity of the OI1 site from the carbon adsorption unit emissions also
were estimated using health based criteria published by the EPA (1986a).
Local residents would generally be exposed to air contaminants from the

* carbon adsorption unit at locations several hundred meters from the site
rather than the 21 m distance for which ambient air estimates were
calculated. Accordingly, ambient air concentrations would be much lower
than the values shown in Table 4-2.

Nevertheless, these values were used to provide a very conservative
screening analysis. Chronic daily intakes in mg/kg/day were calculated for
each of the chemicals considered. Exposure to adjusted 8-hour maximum-
concentrations was conservatively assumed to occur over a 70-year lifetime
in a 70-kg individual. The cumulative doses received on S of 7 days per
week and during 8 of 24 hours per day were expressed as average daily
exposures prorated over a 70-year lifetime. That is, exposure was
calculated for a person living 21 m from the air stripper for their entire
70 year lifetime. As shown in Table 4-2, the total worst case excess
lifetime cancer risks associated with the potentially carcinogenic volatile
constituents of OII leachate are approximately 8x10™’, that is, less than
one in one million. The chronic daily intakes of noncarcinogenic
constituents of OI1 leachate are several orders of magnitude less than
their corresponding health-based criteria suggesting that exposure to these
compounds individually or concurrently would not be likely to pose health
risks. Note that the maximum air pollutant concentration used in the
exposure assessment occurred at a distance of 21 meters from the emission
source. However, the nearest residents are located approximately 600m from
the source. Under the same meteorological conditions, the pollutant
concentration at the nearest residence could actually be an order of
magnitude lower than the maximum concentration due only to increased
dilution of the plume with distance. Dispersion would further reduce
concentrations away from the plume. The results of this conservative
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screening analysis indicate that air emissions from on-site treatment units
would not pose significant health risks in the adjacent communities.

Noise pollution which could result from the operation of pumps and blowers
used at the facility would be minimized by enclosing these units in sound-
muffling encasements. The noisiest components of the proposed facility
would be the blowers which supply air to the DAF unit (on-site treatment
Alternatives 2, 3, S5, and 6) and the air stripping tower (Alternatives 2,
4, S, 6). These blowers, when not enclosed in sound-reducing structures,
could produce a noise level of nearly 90 decibels at a distance of three
feet. Enclosing the blowers would significantly lower noise levels to less
than that of a passing car (60-70 db at three feet). The air stripping
noise levels should not exceed that from the DAF blowers. Noise levels in
residential neighborhoods would depend upon the distance from the proposed
facility. Additionally, architectural and landscape design would be
undertaken to minimize noise and aesthetic impacts from the plant.

Sewering of treatment plant effluent is not expected to pose any .
significant health and safety risks to the community. The treatment
processes will substantially remove the toxic constituents. The discharge
of effluent from the facility would be tightly regulated by the LACSD and
the local sewering agency. Each batch of treated effluent would be tested
prior to discharge to assure that all pretreatment standards were met.
This practically eliminates the possibility of discharging effluent
containing high levels of toxic pollutants as the discharge from a tested
batch would be manually controlled. Discharges from an on-site treatment
plant would be of better quality than wastes already in the sewer system.

4.2.3 INSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS

On-site treatment alternatives evaluated require effluent disposal to the
LACSD sewerage system in all cases. The discharge of treated leachate from
the on-site treatment plant would be subject to regulation under the
general pretreatment provisions of the Clean Water Act and locally imple-
mented specific pretreatment requlations. The general pretreatment

4-32 .
.120-R12~-RT-FQID-1



N

requirements apply to the introduction of any nondomestic wastewater into
any POTW and include prohibition on discharge which may interfere with,
pass through, contaminate sludge, or upset the facility or which is ignit-
able, corrosive or excessively high in temperature. General pretreatment
provisions also direct local POTWs to adopt and implement local discharge
limits for those cases where categorical pretreatment standards have not
been promulgated and where more stringent discharge controls than those
imposed by categorical standards, are required.

EPA issued a memorandum on April 15, 1986, regarding policy for the
discharge of wastewater from CERCLA sites into publicly owned treatment
works (POTWs). The general position taken by EPA is that full compliance
with all applicable requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and any other relevant or appropriate
environmental statutes will be necessary. The memorandum states that if
the remedial action alternative considers the discharge of wastewater from
a CERCLA site into a POTW, a thorough analysis of the POTW's ability to
accept this wastewater should be conducted. In addition, SARA require.f;
compliance with all other ARARs on the state and federal level.

The LACSD is the agency charged with implementing and enforcing pretreat-
ment requirements for the sewerage system serving the area surrounding the
OI1 landfill. Sewering of treated leachate from any of the alternative
on-site facilities should have no impact on the receiving Joint Water
Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) in Carson, California and the receiving
waters (Pacific Ocean). The JWPCP is currently treating over 360 million
gallons per day of average daily wastewater flow. The maximum expected
treated OII leachate flows will constitute less than 0.0003 percent
(3/10,000) of total flow to the JWPCP. The JWPCP also maintains a
relatively good compliance record with respect to their NPDES permit and
pretreatment program requirements. LACSD was contacted to identify
specific requirements or limitations which would apply to an on-site
leachate treatment facility at the OII site. Indications were that an
on-site treatment plant would be permitted and monitored for its off-site
discharge of heavy metals, sulfides, pH, oil and grease, cyanide and total
toxic organics. Specific limitations imposed were presented earlier in
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Table 2-2. The leachate treatment facility plans would be reviewed by
LACSD engineers and the local sewering agency prior to permit issuance to
assure that the proposed treatment system would adequately remove the
pollutants of concern and that adequate hydraulic capacity was available.
Analytical testing of the treatment plant effluent will be required prior
to release of effluent to the sewers, thereby necessitating construction of
effluent storage tanks. A chemical laboratory has been included in all of
the on-site alternatives. The lab will be used to conduct the required
effluent testing and process control.

The local sewering agency (Monterey Park or Montebello) in a joint effort
with the LACSD, reviews and approves or rejects all industrial wastewater -
discharge permits (IWDP) prior to transmittals to LACSD. The city of
Monterey Park Sanitary Sewer and Industrial Waste Code requires the
approval of City Council for any IWDP proposed to discharge landfill wastes
into the city sewer system. Approval was granted to OII in August of 1984
by the City Council to sewer treated leachate to the city sewer system
using a treatment process similar to Alternative 3 to be located in the
vicinity of site A (see Appendix G) and discharging to the Potrero Grande
Sewer. A new approval will be required for use of Monterey Park sewers. .
It is anticipated that approval would be granted if discharge compliance
could be assured and adequate sewer capacity is available.

The discharge points of at least two of the proposed connection locations
(Sites A and D) involve local branch-sewers in the city of Montebello
located in residential areas. Approval for discharge would be required
from the city of Montebello and a formal agreement between the cities with
regard to discharge rates, points of comnection, maintenance costs and
compensation for lost sewer capacity, would probably be required.

An IWOP fee of approximately $100 would be assessed by the local sewering
agency, if approval for discharge were granted. LACSD would charge a
one-time connection fee of approximately $40,000 with a user fee surcharge
based on levels of chemical oxygen demand and suspended solids and the peak
load factor. It is estimated that the surcharge fee would be in the range
of $5,000 to $10,000 annually.
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Based upon review of Federal and local requirements for sewer disposal of
treated OII leachate and of the characteristics of the POIW into which
wastes are proposed to be discharged, disposal to the LACSD sewerage system
of treated leachate using any of the four proposed pretreatment
alternatives appears to comply with EPA 'pol:lcy as long as discharge
requirements are met. The probable frequency of compliance with discharge
limitations for each of the four treatment plant alternatives are discussed
in the reiiability section. On-site treatment alternatives would also be
subject to review by the South Coast Air Quality Monitoring District
(SCAQMD). Based upon conversations with SCAQMD, it was determined that any
new potential pollution emission source would have to undergo a new source
review process by SCAQMD. This review would be conducted after a screening
risk analysis for the specific compounds which could potentially be dis-
charged from the site. No specific limits for volatile organic substances
exist, although a general organic discharge limit of 75 pounds per day does
exist. SCAQMD indicated that they have no specific "best available control
technology” for off-gas control from ‘air strippers, although the risk
analysis should include any control technologies proposed. Additionally, a
new toxics rule is currently being developed to limit the discharge of A
toxics to air and may be promulgated within the next year.

Sludge generated by the proposed on-site treatment facility, if hazardous,
would be subject to various requlations. The EPA office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response issued a poiicy memorandum on October 2, 1985,
describing EPA’s position regarding on and off-site response actions and
compliance with other environmental statutes. This policy states that
off-site storage, treatment and disposal facilities must be in compliance
with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of Federal
environmental and public health laws.

Presently, no facility is available in California for disposal of hazardous
sludges. However, it is expected that by the time an on-site treatment
plant would be constructed and operating, at least one site would be
available in California. Currently, hazardous sluglge,‘gproduced through
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treatment of CERCLA wastes must be hauled to Chemwaste in Arlington, Oregon
or USPCI in Murray, Utah.

4.2.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

On-site treatment alternatives would reduce the volume of leachate present
at the OII site and consequently reduce the risk of leachate contamination
of environmental media in the vicinity of the OIl site and the attendant
environmental risks. On-site treatment and sewering of effluent in
accordance with LACSD standards results in improved environmental condi-
tions at the site in comparison with the no-action alternative by capturing
and concentrating toxic pollutants for ultimate destruction rather than
allowing continual release of contaminants to the environment.

Only minimal adverse effects on the environment would be expected due to
construction and operation of an on-site treatment facility. Construction
activities may cause some adverse effects to the area; however, these would
be short-lived and of minimal consequence. Site preparation activities
would be performed with an approved erosion and sediment control plan. The
treatment plant process units and buildings would be placed on slabs at
grade, eliminating the need for extensive excavation. Dust control

- measures would be cmbloyed throughout the period of construction to prevent
the migration of dust into nearby communities. No heavy construction
equipment would be required during the facility construction that would add
significant noise levels. During the daylight hours during which site work
would be performed, the ambient noise levels are high due to the heavy flow
of traffic on the Pomona Freeway. Site noise should not exceed the ambient
noise level in the area and therefore should not present any problems.
Odors will not be generated during site work primarily because areas where
garbage was disposed of would not be disturbed.

Operation of the treatment facility should not have any adverse effects on
the surrounding areas. The facility which only requires the operation of
small pumps and a blower is not by nature a noisy operation. Even so,
noise abatement features would be incorporated into the design of the
plant. Furthermore, the plant is sized so that it would be able to treat
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the collected leachate by operating eight hours a day, five days a week.
Therefore, the plant would operate during the period of highest ambient
noise levels and should not affect nearby neighborhoods. Odor control will
also be incorporated into the plant design. Units such as the DAF unit
that could emit undesirable odors will be closed and gases produced in the
process will be vented to either the air stripping vapor phase carbon
adsorption unit or to a flare station. Effluent testing prior to batch
discharge will assure compliance with LACSD standards. A regular emission
testing program will be incorporated into the operation of the facility to
assure that air quality is not'advetsely affected. As noted in section
4.2.2, "Safety and Public Health Protection,” emissions are not likely to
pose significant health risks, and likewise would not be expected to
contribute significantly to deterioration of air quality in general.
Additionally, a SPCC plan would be developed to identify response actions
that could be undertaken to minimize adverse health and environmental
impacts if a spill were to occur. Environmental controls to minimize the
effect of spills, such as containment berms, and treatment of storm water
and plant wash water will be incorporated into plant design. |

4.3 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BASED ON COST

This section of the report presents the costs of the alternatives discussed
in Sections 4.1 Off-Site Treatment and 4.2 On-Site Treatment. These costs
were developed from the descriptions and layouts presented in Sections 4.1,
4.2 and in Appendices F and G. Costs were estimated to achieve an accuracy
level of -30 to +50 percent for each alternative, as specified in the
Remedial Action Costing Procedure Manual (US EPA, 1985). A present worth
analysis was performed for the purpose of costing alternatives over a five
year and a 30 year operational period. The two periods were selected to
identify the cost effective alternatives in both a short-term and long-term
response action at the OII site. Present worths of the alternatives were
determined using interest rates of 6 and 8 percent (specified by EPA Region
IX). In conducting the analysis for the 30-year period it was assumed that
the process train components have a 15-year useful life and that replace-
ment is required in year 16. The present worth analy#es for the S-year
on-site alternatives is conservative (on the high side) because salvage
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value of the facility after five years was not considered. Present worth
over a 5-year period was calculated to demonstrate cost-effectiveness
during the period before the final remedy is implemented. Present worth
over a 30-year period illustrates additional cost-effectiveness if long-
term treatment is required.

4.3.1 CAPITAL COST ESTIMATES

In the following sections, a cost analysis is presented for those remedial
action alternatives remaining after the initial screening. For the purpose
of future cost updating, these cost estimates are referenced to the ENR 20
city construction Cost Index Value of 4341.53 (October 16, 1986).

For the purpose of preparing the remedial action alternatives cost
estimates, the following assumptions were made:

o Off-site and on-site treatment alternatives

The annual leachate collection rate, based on expected °
leachate (liquid) collection and extraction, is 3,744,000 .
gallons or approximately 10,000 gallons/day.

-] On-site treatment alternatives:

A 30 gpm plant with an operating range of 15 to 35 gpm will
be constructed.

The treatment plant process units will be mounted on
individual concrete pads and configured to allow for plant
expansion to 60 gpm, to 90 gpm, and/or 120 gpm.

Size of the site to accommodate future expan;ion to a 120
gpm facility must be approximately 60,000 £t°.

A ten foot high block wall will be constructed around the
facility and the site will be landscaped. .

Influent (leachate) storage of 100,000 gallons will be
provided.

Treatment plant effluent will be batched for testing prior
to discharging to the LACSD sewers. Three 43,000-gallon
tanks will be provided.
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- A laboratory trailer will be set up on site to perform the
required testing of treated leachate. A certified chemist
will run the lab.

- The point of sewering the effluent will be the manhole
closest to the location of the treatment plant.

- zgeitreatment plant and laboratory will be run on a contract
sis.

- Appropriate noise and odor abatement features are
incorporated into the design of the treatment plant.

- Sludge produced (approximately 1/2% by volume) will be
trucked to a Class I disposal facility.

- 0Oil and grease removed in the separator will be picked up by
a waste 0il company and will be re-refined.

o The cost for rental of the above ground leachate storage tanks is
part of the off-site treatment alternative cost. It is assumed
three vapor proof tanks will be maintained on-site.

o The costs for operating the leachate collection system are the
same for all the alternatives and are not included in the
estimates presented in this FS.

A summary of capital costs are shown in Table 4-3.  The details and break-
down of the costs are contained in Appendix F. An evaluation and cost
analysis of siting at different "on-site" locations is presented in

Appendix G.
Cost estimates are based upon information and quotes as follows:

o Off-site treatment costs at ChemTech are based on their
December 2, 1986 bid to the EPA for treating the OII leachate.
OPC also provided a bid amount for treating the OIl leachate.

o Leachate hauling costs are based upon the actual cost of trucking
from the OII site to the ChemTech facility in Vernon, CA and were
estimated for hauling to the OPC site in Los Angeles, CA.

o On-site treatment plant and the various process unit costs were
obtained by direct quotes from vendors. Costs estimates include
the cost of normal field installation and hook-up.

-] Costs for site work, access roads and pipelines are CDM in-house
estimates for performing general civil wozkzg
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TABLE 4-3

SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COSTS

COST ($)
LOCATION (a)
ALTERNATIVE OFFSITE A B Cc D

OFF-SITE TREATMENT $30,000
ON-SITE (
2. Chemical Add., DAF, $1,690,425 $1,861,530 $1 ,965,645 $1,728,705

Air Stripping ’
3. Chemical Add., DAF, GAC. $1,705,305 $1,876,410 $1,980,525 $1,743,585
3. Chemical Add., DAF, $1,804,275 $1,975,380 $2,079,495 $1,842,355

GAC, Air Stripping
4. Chemical Add., DAF, $2,126,075 $2,297,180 $2,401,295 $2,164,355

-Air Stripping, GAC, UF/RO :

=a) It is estimated that the capital costs for a facility sited at location E would fall in (—'
the range of the costs for location A and location C. "

s s
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4.3.2 ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COST

The following assumptions were made for annual cost estimates for on-site
treatment: )

o The on-site treatment facility will be operated on a one shift
per day basis (8 hours), five days per week.

(-] The on-site treatment facility, including laboratory operations,
would be sub-contracted. The staff would be comprised of:

staff Wage Rate/Hour
Supervisor - - "$ 18
Process Operator . 15
Assistant Operator 13
Chemist 20
§ 68

$66/hr x overhead(2.8) = $184.80/hour x 40 = $7,392/week.

-] Plant maintenance and equipment repair costs (electrical,
mechanical, etc.) are estimated at $1,000 per month.

) Alternative 1 is based upon the off-site treatment of 3,744,000
gallons per year at a transportation and treatment cost of '
$0.34/gallon.

-] Alternative 4 carbon usage is based upon an estimated COD removal
of 45% of an influent level of 4,900 mg/1 through gravity
separation, chemical addition, DAF and filtration with an
additional 20% COD removal through the air stripping tower. Also
assumed for this calculation, based on a single isotherm test run
in 1984, were a carbon loading of 0.26 mg COD/mg carbon and a
maximum adsorbable COD concentration of 75%

o Alternatives 2 and 3 annual costs reflect the removal of and
addition of carbon costs, respectively, to Alternative 4.
Alternative 5 adds the anticipated power, maintenance and
membrane costs for reverse osmosis/ultrafiltration to Alternative
4. Details of the annual cost estimates are included in Appendix
F.

Annual costs for the alternatives are summarized in Table 4.4. 1It is
emphasized that the costs are adequate for feasibility study purpose, i.e.
- 30% to +50%. The predesign study will better define parameters that will
provide the basis for a refined cost estimate. 3
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4.3.3 PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS

Present worth was calculated for 6 percent and 8 percent discount interest
rates for S-year and 30-year operaticnal periods. Equipment will not have
"to be replaced during the S5-year operational period.

Present worth was determined by multiplying annual costs by the Present
Worth Factor (PWF).

(L+i)-1
PWF = - a
i(1+1)

where PWF is the present worth factor
i is interest rate as a fraction
n is the number of years in the period

forn=95
PWEF = 4,212 @ i = 6% -
PWF = 3,993 @ i = 8%

for n = 30
PWF = 13.765 @ 1 = 6%
PWF = 11,258 @ 1 = 8%

The present worth analysis for siting a treatment plant at Location A is
summarized in Table 4.5. The present worth for alternative siting of the
base treatment facility, Alternative 4, is presented in Appendix G.
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SUMMARY OF ANNUAL 3

T8

FF-SITE TREATMENT

N-SITE

,
‘e

be

Chemical Add., DAF,
Air Stripping

Chemical Add., DAF,

Chemical Add., DAF,
GAC, Air Stripping

Chemical Add., DAF,
Air Stripping, GAC, UF/RO

OFFSITE A B c D
$1,609,110
$553,000 $558,000 $558,000 $560,500
BAC. $775,500 $780,500 $780,500 $783,000
$700,500 $705,500 $705,500 £708,000
$738,000 $743,000 $743,000 $745,500
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TABLE 4-5

PRESENT WORTH ANALYS1S
(Figures represent cost in present day dollars)
(Location B) (a)

DISCOUNT RATE COsT (%) )

PRESENT WORTH

(

CAPITAL CAPITAL
ALTERNATIVE (%) (S YR.) (30 YR.) ANNUAL O S YEARS 30 YEARS
OFF-S1TE TREATHENT 6 £30,000 $30,000 $1,609,110 $6,807,571 22,179,399
e $30,000 $30,000 $1,609,110 86,495,176 $18,143,360
ON-SITE . .
2. Chemical Add., DAF, 6 71,861,530 $2,241,452 358,000 $4,211,026 $9,922,322
Alr Stripping e 71,861,530 $2,143,286 358,000 $4,089,424 30,425,250
S. Chemical Add., DAF, GAC. 6 1,876,410 $2,256,332 $780,500 £3,1463,076 $12,999,914
8 $1,876,410 $2,150,146 $780,300 $4,992,946 8!9.945.035
S. Cheaical Add., DAF, & 41,975,380 $2,35%,302 $708,500 84,944,946 $12,064,509
GAC, Air Gtripping -] $1,975,3680 $2,257,136 $703,3500 84,792,441 $10,199,653
6. Chemical Add., DAF, 6 £2,297,180 $2,677,102 $743,000 $5,426,696 $12,904 ,497
Alr Stripping, GAC, UF/RO e 2,297,180 £2,578,936 $743,000 $3,263,979 $10,943,4630
a) Location B is the preferred siting Alternative
b) 30 year Capital Cost includes squipsent rnplnconnnt‘at the end of year 1S,
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5.0 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

This section presents a summary of the detailed alternative evaluation that
was conducted in section 4., Evaluations were based upon the following
criteria:

Protection of public health and welfare;

Environmental impacts;

Technical (performance, reliability and implementability);
Institutional constraints (public concerns). and
Cost-effectiveness

00000

The results of this evaluation will be used by the EPA to identify a
preferred alternative that is protective of public health and the environ-
ment, that is cost effective, that utilizes permanent solutions, and that
will be consistent with the long-term remediation of the OII landfill
ptcblems. Consistency with the final remedy is not one of the specified
evaluation criteria; however, for a response action that is implemented
prior to the final remediation it becomes an important consideration. In
general, management of the leachate in a manner that reduces the volume of
leachate at the site is consistent with long~term remediation. All of the
alternatives that were developed accomplish volume reduction and none of
the alternatives would preclude other future remedial actions. Flexibility
is maintained in the on-site treatment alternative by:

©° Sizing for the short-term leachate/liquid treatment tequzrements
but providing space for future expansion;

o Configuring treatment processes that can function over a broad
range of leachate quality characteristics; and

-] Configquring a treatment facility that can readily be adapted to
treat groundwater, if required, as part of the long-term
remediation, or which can be removed if no further treatment is
necessary.

All five of the treatment alternatives evaluated in detail in Section 4 are
based on simple, proven technologies. Three of the alternatives can attain
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) as
determined in Section 3 and would not be likely to poke significant risks

5-1
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to public health, welfare, or the environment: Off-Site Treatment, and two
of the on-site treatment alternatives. Alternative 3 provides for chemical
addition to remove heavy metals, and activated carbon to remove toxic
organics; Alternative S provides for chemical addition to remove heavy
metals, air stripping for the removal of volatile organics, and activated
carbon for removal of other toxic organics. Alternative 3 and 5 can
achieve about the same levels of treatment however Alternative 3 would
‘expend the activated carbon at a much high rate than Alternative 5.
Alternative 2 provides for chemical addition to reduce heavy metals, and
air stripping to remove volatile organics. Less volatile organics may not
be removed to a sufficient degree to meet ARARS. Alternative 6 adds
ultra-filtration and reverse osmosis to Alternative S in order to produce
water of suitable quality for discharge to a POIW or for reuse for
irrigation. Alternative 6 would exceed the ARARs for pre-treatment and
diéchatge to a POTW and would not be likely to pose significant risks to
public health, welfare, or the environment.

The No Action alternative was addressed in the screening section and wds
eliminated due to public health, welfare, and environmental considerations.

In addition to the evaluation of treatment process alternatives, alterna-
tives were evaluated for siting the leachate treatment facility at
different on-site locations. The analysis, presented in Appendix G, shows
that the on-site treatment costs and present worth costs are not signifi-
cantly affected by site location. Sites B and E involve the transport of
leachate across the Pomona Freeway and site location D was determined to be
potentially inconsistent with the final remedy. Implementation of any of
the proposed on-site alternatives will have a minor, short-term effect on
the environment during construction. Dust control would be used during
site preparation to keep dust from migrating off-site. Present worth costs
at an interest rate of 6% for S5 years range from $4,754,781 at location A
to §5,051,061 at Location C.

"
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Present worth costs at an interest rate of 6% for 5 years (operation and
maintenance plus capital costs) for the five treatment alternatives
considered in detail, range from $4,211,826 (Alternative 2, Site B) to
$6,807,571 (Alternative 1).

-For the thirty-year period at 6%\ present worth costs range from $22,179,399
(Off-site treatment) to $9,922,322 (Alternative 2, Site B).

The present worth costs for an interest rate of 6% are summarized in Table
S5-1a (facility sited at Location B). Table 5-1b contains the present worth
cost for an interest rate of 8%.
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APPENDIX A

. ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED
(Outside of EPA Staff and REM II Project Team)

1. Llockman & Associates, Monterey Park, CA
- Mr. John Sepich

2. City of Monterey Park, CA
= Mr. Henry Terashita

3. California Department of Health Services (DOHS), Los Angeles, CA
- Mr. Barry Sneh

4. Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD), Whittier, CA
- Mr. Mark Miller

S. Ecology & Environment
- Mr. Geoff Knight
- Mr. Eric Ruston
- Ms. Patty Cook

6. California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWOCB), Los
Angeles, CA
- Mr. Ray Delacourt

7. South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD), El Monte, CA
- Mr. Steve Levy
- Mr. Fred Lettice

8. ChemTech Systems, Inc., Vernon, CA
- Mr. Ron Stock

9. 0il Process Company, Los Angeles, CA
- Mr. Al Thompson

10. Chemical Waste Management Inc., Coalinga, CA
- Mr. Fred Miller
= Mr. Mark Lenkowski

11, CH2M 8ill, Irvine, CA
- Mr. Ed Rogan

12. City of Montebello
- Mr. Clark Siegmeyer
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APPENDIX B
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF
OPERATING INDUSTRIES INC.

Monterey Park City Council granted a five-year contract to
Monterey Park Disposal Company (MPD) for trash collection;
effective January 1, 1947. Contract stated that MPD could
dispose of garbage at selected sites in Monterey Park as
designated by City Council. Hilldale Tract on South
Garfield and areas of 0Old Garvey Ranch used as MPD
dumpsites were closed due to court actiocn or inadequate
£ill capacity.

Lease of Los ‘Angeles County area in SE corner of Monterey
Park is negotiated by MPD from a Mr. Henry Wheeler,
effective December, 1948. Dump operations were bequn on
this portion of the Wheeler property but the operation-
also extended into County property, and MPD applied for
but was denied a County special use permit.

Monterey Park annexed Wheeler property being used for dump
operation that was located in the County. This annexation
was approved on January 17, 1949, by the City Council and
became official on February 16, 1949.

For a periocd from April 1, 1949, to November 30, 1949, the
entire Wheeler property was subleased to the City of
Monterey Park. Operation agreement provided that MPD
would operate a City municipal dump in which the City
would receive the first one thousand dollars of gross
monthly receipts and five percent of other earnings.

A new agreement provided for the operation of a commercial
cut and cover dump to be run by MPD and cancelled the 1949
sublease. This gave the City free dumping privileges of
municipal trash and granted the City the right to impose
reasonable operation standards. MPD must acquire zone
variance and permit by July 1, 1952, for agreement to be
valid. This agreement was on a condition that Montebello
would annex a portion of the site, which they did not do.
Therefore, the landfill reverted to private ownership
(011). °

City Council granted permit to operate dump.
Wheeler Annexation #2 was approved.
Inspection of OIl site was made by David MacArthur, and it

was found that there were large areas of uncovered trash,
piles of oil cans, and a 300’ by 100’ pool of oil.
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Special Use Permit 25-26 was issued for possible annexa-
tion of 80 additional acres on Wheeler property (Wheeler
Annexation #3). Permit stated that fill would not be
dumped.on Greenwood Avenue right-of-way.

Zone exception 2977-1 was granted by the L.A. County
Zoning Board.

Ban on use of residential incinerators was issued by
cmty. * . .

Planning Commission adopts Resolution 60-57 which granted
dump operation variance upon Council vacating that portion
of Greenwood Avenue outlined in Resolution 25-26.

Council adopted new Municipal Code standards for
commercial dump operation.

Resolution 60-58 was adopted by Planning Commission, .
granted a variance to- authorized dumping operations
including proposed annexed areas., Terminate Resolutions
25-56 and 60-57. Council also adopted Resolution 6206
which initiated proceedings for Wheeler Annexation #3.
60-58 also sets disposal limits (types-and amounts),
including a 10 gallon per cubic yard limit on liquid waste
over the entire landfill.

Montebello Planning Commission requested that Monterey
Park confirm the proposed Greenwood Avenue route, set a
490-foot limit (height) on landfill, and initially fill
the area next to the single-family housing development
in Montebello. :

Monterey Park City Engineer confirmed Greenwood Avenue
route and 490 foot height limit, but stated that filling
the area next to the Montebello residential development
would be incompatible with dump operations.

Council adopted Wheele:; Amnexation #3 Agreement,

NRG NUFUEL entered into relationship with OII to test and
evaluate the landfill for gas extraction operations.

Montebello deleted Greenwood Avenue from General Plan.

Monterey Park City Manager to schedule meeting with
Montebello to propose a landfill study to consider
possible uses of the site.

Use permit modified by Planning commission that allowed a

dump height of 605 feet, and allowed. only clean dirt
dumped on the North 45 acres and the east 15 acres.
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Limit on dump height increased to 640’ by the City
Council. This plan was subject to a slope stability
analysis, grading and landscaping plans, an on-demand
Greenwood right-of-way dedication, complete storm drainage
system, dumping volume figures given to City for future
disposal of unusable landfill during the Greenwood Avenue
construction, installation of a gas monitoring system, and
all of the Resclution 60-58 conditions.

Council approved landscape plan for fill.

Council set final landfill elevations, based on the slope
stability investigation by Converse, Davis and Dixon
Associates, at a maximm of 650 feet with an average
height of 629 feet.

CRWQCB adopted Order #76-30 which allowed 10 gallons of
liquid waste to be disposed of per cubic yard of refuse on
the western half of OIl’s Class II disposal site. _

City agreed to the purchase of irrigation water from
Montebello by OII.

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board,
(CRQCB), Order }76-133. limits liquid hazardous waste
disposal (20 g/yd” on 32 of the 130 acre south parcel). .

SCAQMD issued Order of Abatement #2121 specifying that the
landfill must comply with such items as minimum cover,
grading, liquid deposition, dust control, excavation, and
monitoring requirements. '

Intense odor problems noted, resulting in enforcement
agencies inspecting the facility. - They found violations
for solid waste hauling and disposal, slopes and cuts,
intermediate and final cover, gas and erosion control,
grading of fill surfaces, excessive odors and ponding of
liquids. Corrective actions were ordered.

DOHS received Application for Operating Permit from OII
for Facilities Receiving Hazardous Waste.

State Solid Waste Management Board granted OII a permit
for solid waste disposal.

Getty Gas Extraction System was installed.
Leachate collection system construction begins.

DOHS received another Application for Operating Permit for
Facilities Receiving Hazardous Waste.

California Solid Waste Management Board:adopted resolution
which placed OII on the Federal Open Dump List.
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U.S. EPA, Region IX, received RCRA Part A application from
O1l.

Los Angeles County DOHS issued a cease-and-desist order
under Permit #19AM00l1. Order was in response to OIl's
operation of a landfill without a control plan for
potentially hazardous gases and lack of a gas migration
control system.

Phase I Air Dike System installed.

DOHS issued OII an Interim Status Document #CAT080012024,
which authorized continued land disposal operations
subject to the conditions of the document.

tandfill leachate bleeds began in Iguala Park residential
areas.

State DOHS and EPA conduct separate RCRA Interim Status
compliance inspections. Found that facility is lacking an
adequate groundwater monitoring ptogtam and a formal waste
analysis plan.

DOHS inspected OII and found apparent violations of ten
(10) Interim Status Documentation (ISD) provisions.

DOHS sent enforcement letter to OII regarding the ten (10)
Interim Status Documents (ISD) violations.

OII stopped Class I waste disposal.

EPA requested OII’'s RCRA Part B application which was due
August 1, 1983.

OIl notifies EPA that no Part B was necessary since OII
had ceased all hazardous wastes disposal.

Construction of Phases I1I1/I11/IV gas migration control
systems begin at OII.

Mudslides occurred on the northern face of the south
parce]l near the Greenwood Ave. overpass due to heavy
rainfall.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
issued Abatement Order #2121-1. The document centered on
leachate control surface emissions, gas migration, final
cover, and inspection monitoring.

State DOHS begins a health study of residents living near
landfill site. -4

Leachate recycling with incoming refuse began.
B-4



May, 1983

June, 1983

Leachate control system (150 feet french drain) was set in
place at northeast landfill area.

Legislative hearing conducted by C.M. Calderon in Hontetey
Park regarding the OIl landfill.

011 claimed to stop all liquid waste disposal.

SCAQMD discovered that OII had accepted 24 loads of liquid
waste.

Work began on a leachate control system near Iguala Park
and the southwest corner of the landfill.

Unannounced inspections were conducted by the DOHS to make
sure OII was not accepting any more hazardous waste.

SCAQMD discovers vinyl chloride in air on-site and in
Iguala Park residential area. :

Vinyl chloride levels exceed state air quality minimum
standard of 10 ppb (SCAQMD).

DOHS conducted additional |unannounced inspections
concerning continued acceptance of hazardous wastes at
OII.

Pool of leachate (was not sampled or analyzed) discovered
in Iquala Park by SCAQMD. OII was given 48 hours to
remedy situat;on.

Constmcticn began on six new pumpmg wells in the Iguala
Park area since the leachate bleeds did not cease using
the first leachate control well.

Leachate bleeds occurred in the west and north-west
sections of the landfill, and french-drain leachate
control systems were installed.

Leachate control work continued in the south-west corner
of the landfill.

OI1 submitted a draft closure plan to State for review.

EPA 3008 complaint/order sent to OII. Six Class I
violations were covered in order including:

inadequate groundwater monitoring
no closure plan

no post-closure plan

no closure cost estimate

no post-closure cost estimate 3
no financial assurances '
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Jan., 1984

May, 1984

- »

Iguala Park slope leachate bleed# disappeared. Two more
water-leachate pumping wells (1G-4,5) have begun
development. ‘

Leachate air-lift pmlp in landfills southwest corner

‘malfunctioned and leachate overflow occurred.

Consent agreement was signed by OII.

OII agrees to pay $37,000 in fines to EPA.

Revised OIl closure/post-closure plan is resubmitted and

f;n;ncial assurance mechanism submittal was due August 15,
a L]

Lockman and Associates collect raw leachate sample which
revealed 33 mg/1 of vinyl chloride upon analysis.

EPA tejected OIl financial assurance plan and established'

a resubmittal date of October 15, 1983.

.. DOHS conducted follow-up inspection to September 27, 1983.

Found leachate problems in Iguala Park and southwest
corner of the landfill. Also observed that landfill
slopes around the leachate tanks exhibited significant
signs of failure and erosion.

SCAQMD conducted a Board Hearing regarding abatement order
requirements and odor-emission control schedules for OII.

OI1 was given until Octcber 31, 1983, to submit Trust
Agreement.

EPA letter to 011l indicates that DOHS would be the agency
determining adequacy of submittals regarding RCRA closure.

Leachate appeared in Northwest corner near well L-19.
OIT submitted Trust Agreement to DOHS.

Leachate contamination is rediscovered in Greenwood Avenue
area and other bleeds were found in Grid E-9.

Grading operations began at the southwest .corner
"silverfill” area after trash deposition for this area was
completed.

State DOHS announces the dump is now ranked as the 1l6th
worst hazardous site out of a total of 97 in the state.
LA County Superior Court issued order for OII to post a
two mll:.on dollar bond by September 1, 1984.

3,520 gallons of vodka is disposed at t.he working face of
the landfill.
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Irrigation begins on slopes near Iguala Park.

June, 1984 DOHS inspections reveals leachate seeps at southwest
corner of OII.

Several leachate bleeds off-site of southwest corner and
Iguala Park. .

July, 1984 Liachate contaminated dirt is removed from landfills west
slope.

Accepted Class II solid waste from Athens Disposal and
Class III wastes from City of Monterey Park.

Areas on north slope of landfill are irrigated.

Aug., 1984 Irrigation takes place at vatious locations throughout the
landfill.

Monterey Park City Council public hearing on OII
application for an industrial waste permit to sewer
pre~-treated leachate through the City of Monterey Park.
Application granted approval.

California DOHS releases a Determination of BEminent or
Substantial Endangerment Report which addresses leachate,
gas, and slope problems and their subsequent monitoring
and control. OIl receives remedial Action Order #LA0O1
which deals with groundwater monitoring, gas mgratzon,
closure, and post closure.

Sept., 1984 Extensive irrigation takes place throughout the landfill.

DOHS issues order to reduce recycling of leachate back
into working face from 20,000 gallons per day to 10,000
gallons per day. Underground fire discovered in southeast
corner of landfill. Fire was extinguished with 8,000
gallons of water.

Redisposal of leachate into landfill ceases.
Oct., 1984 OIl stops accepting refuse.

OII begins shipping leachate off-site.

or1 placed on proposed National Priority List.

Nov., 1984 State and local agencies conduct methane gas survey in
homes bordering on landfill.

Sept., 1984 SCAQMD issues a preliminary injunction against 0II. The
4 injunction required the continued operation and
maintenance of the leachate collection’ system, continued

trucking of collected leachate to a permitted off-site
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Dec., 1985
May, 1986

Sep., 1986

treatment facility and to proceed with plans and
permitting for an on-site leachate pre-treatment facility.

OII declares it is financiaily unable to meet terms of the
injunction.

EPA places OII landfill on the National Priority list of
Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites.

Monterey Park adds section 21.28.165 to their municipal
code relating to disposition of wastes in the M zone.

PO

B-8



APPENDIX C

OI1 SITE LEACHATE ANALYSIS (1983-1986) -

e



APPENDIX C
OIT LANDFILL LEACHATE ANALYSES (1983-1986)

A summary of the Operating Industries, Inc. leachate characterization data
is presented in Table C-1. This data was reviewed and analyzed for the
preparation of the Feasibility Study Report. The 70 sets of analytical
results used to prepare the summary table represent a majority of the
available data. A high quality analysis performed on a July 1986 sample of
leachate by EPA’s National Enforcement Investigations Center laboratory
(NEIC) which is not included in Table C-l1 is attached as Addendum C-1.

Leachate sample results used to prepare the table covered a pericd that
extended from January 19683 through July 1986. Analytical reports on
leachate quality were drawn. from several requlatory agencies including the
United States Environmental Protection Agency, California Regicnal Water .
Quality Control Board, California Department of Health Services, South
Coast Air Quality Management District and the Los Angeles County Sanitation
District. Also included in the data are analytical results obtained dﬁring
treatability studies performed at the Triple J Pacification'facility
(ChemTech) and at Zimpro.and results presented in reports on the site
prepared by various consultants including Camp Dresser and McKee, Inc.,
Woodward Clyde Consultants and Lockman and Associates. '

Leachate samples were taken from a variety of locations both on and off the
Operating Industries, Inc., landfill site. 1ldentified sampling locations
include the leachate sump, underground collection tanks, above ground
storage tanks, leachate transfer and dumping lines, vacuum trucks, bleeding
landfill slopes, and holding tanks at off-site treatment facilities. Site
stormvater analyses were not included in the summary. The NEIC leachate
sample was collected from a spigot off of the transfer line leading from
the underground tanks to the Baker tanks. '

Several laboratories were used by the agencies and consultants to analyze
the leachate from the landfill site. Analyses requested varied in

¢
-3
4
‘
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frequency. Some test results, such as those for oil and grease, were
reported for over fifty analyses. Other test results, such as ammonia were
analyzed only once. Although neither the quality of results reported by -
each analyzing laboratory or the techniques used by those collecting the
leachate for analysis could be verified for all tests, the majority of
available data on leachate quality was included in the summary data
compilation. EPA data validation procedures have not been done for the
data.

Analytical data was reviewed to determine the total nmumber of samples
analyzed for each parameter, the range of reported values, the average
level and the median value for each pollutant present in the leachate. The
number of samples analyzed for specific organic constituents includes only
those for which the level exceeded detection limits, whereas the number
analyzed for other parameters includes those reported as below the limit of
detection. As illustrated in Table C-1, the range of reported values for
some pollutants was extremely wide, varying in some cases by several orders
of magnitude. The mean and median values also differ significantly for
several pollutants. ‘ '

Available data was also reviewed to determine if any trends in reported
pollutant levels with respect to time or change of seasons could be
identified. Based on the 70 sets of results reviewed, no consistent
pattern of changing leachate characteristics over the past three and

' one-half years or from season to season could be readily identified. A
similar set of patternless results was observed even when data from the
same identified sampling location were compared.

It should be noted that not every organic constituent detected in the
leachate at any time is included in the attached table. All priority
pollutant organic species identified in at least one sample are included;
however, occasional monitoring data on volatile acids, normal biochemical
metabolites in a landfill, are not included. Also, the general class of.
long chain alkanes which were determined to be present in the leachate in
high concentrations (several hundred thousand mictogtéms per liter)
although infrequently quantified, are not included.
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TABLE C-1

OII LANDFILL SITE LEACHATE ANALYSES (1983-1986)

No. of Range of Values
Parameter Samples (mg/1, except where noted) ' Mean Median
Minimum Maximum

Indicators
pH 39 6.6 8.5 '*-"! 7.6 7.6
COD (soluble) 1 3,624 - 3,624 3,624
COD (total) 42 750 31,000 7,144 4,690
BOD, (soluble) 1 78 : — 78 78
BOD, (total) 2 191 218 205 —
TOC 3 450 1,180 759 646
DOC “] 1,352 - 1,352 1,352 .
OIL AND GREASE 53 6 296,800+ 8,340 413
TURBIDEITY 1 210' 7! - 210 210
TOTAL SOLIDS 1 10,770 S 10,770 10,770
SUSPENDED SOLIDS 48 . 62 62,800+ 3,532 628
ASH (total) 1 9,430 — 9,430 9,430
ASH (suspended) 1 14 . 14 14
TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS 31 7,226 16,300 11,459 11,650
CONDUCTIVITY 2 14,560 22,000'"*h°*/<*' 18,280 ' -
COLOR 1 7,478 A-P-M-A- Units) 7,478 7,478
SPECIFIC GRAVITY 16 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.02
SURFACTANTS .5 . - 4.5 4.5
MERCAPTANS 0.42 1.2 - 0.81 -




OI1 LANDFILL SITE LEACHATE ANALYSES (1983-1986)

TABLE C-1
(continued)

No. of Range of Values
Parameter Samples {(mq/1 except where noted) Mean Median
. Minimum naxim.

Radiocactivity
RADIOACTIVITY - Gross Alpha 4 '6.6+15 110.7 ‘eet/ 35 16
RADIOACTIVITY - Gross Beta 4 39 700494 'P€1/Y) 389 518
Wastewater
SULFIDES 44 <0.01 13 2.1 1.2
CYANIDES 9 0.002 - 0.06 0.027 0.02
PHENOLS 4 1.15 33.3 10.3 4.N11
TKN 1 763 — 763 763
AMMONIA 1 720 —_ 720 " 720
NITRATE 4 0.7 1,054 263.9 1.3
NITRITB*:;‘ 1 <o.5 — <°os (0.5
Water Quality
CHLORIDE 22.6 4,924 3,416 4,013
FLUORIDE 0.3 . 58 19.8 1.1
CALCIUM 157 02 213 179




TABLE C-1-
(continued)
OI1 LANDFILL SITE LEACHATE ANALYSES (1983-1986)

No. of Range of Values
Parameter Samples (mg/1 except where noted) Mean Median
Minimum Maximum

Water Quality (continued)
MAGNESTUM 3 116 367 232 212
HARDNESS 2 1,228 1,317 1,273 —_
MANGANESE 4 0.82 162 4.6 2.5
IRON 4 9.74 87.6 4.7 26.5
POTASSIUM 3 470 640 528 470
SODIUM 3 2,200 4,500 3,567 4,000
SULFATE 3 <1.0 120 75.3 105
ALKALINITY 3 3,720 4,746 4,203 4,143
BICARBONATE 3 3,720 5,236 4,567 4,746
CARBONATE 1 <1.0 — <1.0 <1.0
SILICA 1 21.0 — 21.0 21.0
Metals-
ALUMINUM 2 0.62 5.96 3.29 —
ANTIMONY 4 " <0.002 .0.031 ~ 0.015 <0.002
ARSENIC 21 0.026 4.52 0.37 0.12
BARIUM 13 <0.37 18 4.82 0.81
BERYLLIUM - 2 <0.001 0.52 0.26 —_—
CADMIUM 22 <0.0006 0.405 0.035 <0.001




TABLE C-1
. (continued)
OIl LANDFILL SITE LEACHATE ANALYSES (1983-1986)

No. of Range of Values

Parameter Samples (mg/1 except where noted) Mean Median

Minimum Maximum

Metals (continued) . .
CHROMIUM ‘ 22 <0.01 4.81 0.79 0.18
COBALT 10 <0.01 1.54 0.44 0.06
COPPER 23 <0.005 ! I 2.41 0.16
LEAD 23 <0.01 2.9 0.50 - 0.19
MERCURY 14 <0.0002 0.302 0.02 <0.002
NICKEL 23 <0.01 1.63 ~0.57 0.44
SELENTUM 14 <0.001 1.97 0.32 . <0.001
SILVER .14 <0.001 0.096 0.04 <0.03
TELLURIUM 1 <0.01 | <0.01 <0.01
THALLIUM 3 0.0062 0.17 0.06 ~0.006
TIN : 3 <0.02 0.54 0.19 <0.02
VANADIUM 1 0.060 - - 0.06 0.06
ZINC . 23 0.06 ~18.0 3.10 0.95
BISMUTH 1 <0.02 - <0.02 <0.02
MOLYBDENUM 1 <0.01 - <0.01 . <0.01

TOX 2 0.0014 0.0091 0.0053 —




TABLE C-1
(continued)
OII LANDFILL SITE LEACHATE ANALYSES (1983-1986)

No. of - Range of Values .
Parameter Samples (mg/1 except where noted) Mean Median
. Minimum Maximum

Priority Pollutant
Orqanics Detected
ACENAPHTHENE 1 0.066 - 0.066 - 0.066
ACRYLONITRILE 1 0.120 - 0.120 ' 0.120
BENZENE 10 ~0.020 0.300 0.067 0.037
CHLOROBENZENE 1 '0.030 - 0.030 0.030
1,2, 4-TRICHLOROBENZENE 3 | 0.005 - 0.055 0.030 : 0.031
1, 2-DICHLOROETHANE 4 - 0.001° 0.29 0.162 0.075
1,1, 1-TRICHLOROETHANE 4 . 0.002 1.25 0.359 0.150
1, 1-DICHLOROETHANE " 14 0.003 0.230 0.054 0.032
1,1,2, 2-TETRACHLOROETHANE 1 0.160 — 0.160 0.160
4-CHLORO-3-METHYLPHENOL 3 . 0.020 0.081 0.052 0.054
CHLOROEORM I 0.010 0.35 0.136 0.047
DICHLOROBENZENES (1,2)(1,3)(1,4) 14 0.021 3.89 0.520 0.140
2-CHLOROPHENOL 1 0.170 -_ 0.170 0.170
t-1, 2-DICHLOROETHYLENE 2 0.010 0.026 0.018 -—
2, 4-DICHLOROPHENOL 2 0.051 - 2.10 1.076 —
2,4~DIMETHYLPHENOL 11 ~0.029 1.50 0.343 0.142
2, 4-DINITROTOLUENE 1 - 0.070 . — 0.070 0.070

ETHYLBENZENE . 13 0.002 3.60 - 0.566 : 0.114




TABLE C-1
(continued)
OIl LANDFILL SITE LEACHATE ANALYSES (1983-1986)

No. of Range of Values :
Parameter Samples (mg/1 except where noted) Mean © * Median
Minimum Maximum .

Priority Pollutant
Organics Detected (continued)

FLUORANTHENE 1 0.030 — 0.030 0.030
METHYLENE CHLORIDE 8 0.008 16.30 2.452 0.330
ISOPHORONE 1 0.900 —_ 0.900 0.900
NAPHTHALENE 12 0.010 1.20 0.186 0.059
4-NITROPHENOL 1 0.190 — 0.190 0.190
N-NITROSODI-N-PROPYLAMINE 1 0.075 - 0.075 0.075
PENTACHLOROPHENOL 3 0.029 : 0.230 0.118 0.095
PHENOL 12 0.012 1.80 0.397 0.150
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL ) PHTHALATE 12 '0.12 60.00 5.680 0.460
BUTYL BENZYL PHTHALATE ' 3 0.012 0.024 0.019 0.020
DI-N-BUTYL PHTHALATE 6 0.011 0.200 0.074 . 0.012
DI—N—(I:'{XI. PHTHALATE 2 0.092 1.100 0.596 _ _—
DIETHYLPHTHALATE 2 0.050 0.352 0.201 -
BENZO(a ) ANTHRACENE 2 0.007 0.130 0.068 | —_
CHRYSENE | 0.004 0.004 0.004
FLUORENE 3 0.012 0.120 0.109 0.088 -
PHENANTHRENE 11 0.020 0.900 0.183 0.110
PYRENE 3 0.002 0.099 0.058 0.074

TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 1 ) 0.080 : 0.080 . 0.080




TABLE C-1
(continued)
OIl LANDFILL SITE LEACHATE ANALYSES (1983-1986)

No. of Range of Values
Parameter Samples (mg/1 except where noted) Mean Median

|

Minimum Maximum

Priority Pollutant

Organics Detected (continued)

TOLUENE
TRICHLOROETHYLENE
VINYL CHLORIDE
PCB-1248

PCB-1260

Other Organics Detected

ACETONE
METHYL ETHYL KETONE
METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE

2-PENTANONE

4-METHYL~2- PENTANONE

CYCLOHEXANONE
2-METHYLPHENOL

2,4, 5-TRICHLOROPHENOL
DIMETHYL SULFIDE
XYLENE ISOMERS
DIOXANES

1

W N NN

o N e e N = NN

-
h O

0.055 10.0
0.060 0.320
0.009 0.50
0.002 0.476
0.005 0.296
0.150 3,00
0.040 5.00

" 0.030 4.00

DETECTED —
0.051 1.9

DETECTED —
0.100 -
0.086 0.56
10.320 —

DETECTED -
0.020 5.00
0.030 ©19.00

1.148

0.19

0.114
0.239
0.121

1.202
0.954
2.015

0.525
0.100
0.323

0.320

1.017
5.496

0.340

0.057

0.062

0.770

0.090

0.060

0.100

0.320

0.239
1.00




L]

TABLE C-1
(continued)
OI1 LANDFILL SITE LEACHATE ANALYSES (1983-1986)

No. of ' Range of Values
Parameter Samples (mg/1 except where noted) Mean Median
Minimum Maximum

Other Organics Detected (continued)
TETRAHYDROFURAN 7 0.050 0.800 0.396 0.530
FREON 1 9.40 -_ 9.40 9.40
2-METHYL NAPHTHALENE . 6 0.012 » 0.890 0.206 0.013
CAMPHOR 1 0.960 - 0.960 0.960
N,N-DIMETHYL FORMAMIDE 1 0.120 - 0.120 0.120
c~1, 2-DICHLOROETHYLENE 3 0.008 0.157 0.087 0.096

*Samples were taken from the tank of a vacuum truck




N

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
OFFICE OF ENFORCEMENT
NATIONAL ENFORCEMENT INVESTIGATIONS CENTER
BUILDING 33, BOX 25227, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 8022

Thomas Dahl : un ezbe?r 16, 1
?fojcct Coordinator . Bepteabet 16, 1586

Dr. Jos Loy, Chiez MR ab-ﬂ“‘a’
Inorganic Analytical

Analysis Resulta Zor the July, 1986 t Industries Site Samples,
Los Angeles, CA - NEIC Prog?ct D24 Opsrating ”

In July 1986, Ecology and ®nvironment Inc., collected sazples for IPA
Region IX from the Leachate Tank, Well OI-4 and Well W=13 at the Operating
Industries site near, los Angeles, California. “he leachate 2ank was san-
. Pled in triplicate and Well OI-4 wvas saxpled in duplicate. The Vell OI-4

duplicate sazples were "blind” duplicates and were labeled as from Vell OI- °

7. o sampl analyzed by NEIC for the of providing: 1
a:fore:a::t su ?z'."ﬁ accurate znniagrrml ; ”a wvide scope uz’

parameters, 3) additional information regarding the chemical makeup of the
sazples, and 4 defensidble analytical procoduru and techniques.

“his report presents the analytical results for a variety of analytes,
discusses analytical difficulties caused by the sample matrices and pro-
vides modifications to standard pethods to eliminate or circumvent these
analytical difficulties. Some nev information about the composition of the
contaminants present {n the samples is provided. Consideradle information
has been gathered about the composition of the organic constituents present
in the sazples bdeyond that odtained bty the norml organic wmethods.
However, analyses are still in progress in this area and the information
vill be reported as soon as it is compiled.

Pield measurements, including conductance and pH, made Yty the sampling
contractor at the time of sazpling are not included in this report. The
sazpling contractor transferred samples to REIC in accordance with standard

chain of custody proosdures.

Standard quality control msesures wvere taken bty NEIC in the snalysis
of the samples including but not limited to: (1) the analysis of £1e1d and
laboratory blanks to ow distinction of possidle oontamination dus to

2 is of 1ked les and ccotrol
;?L":?um u:oanq( )ml?. (3Wmhmghbo:?qmdﬁm npli.-:
cates to estimate precision. Tadle 1 provides a summry, Yy
ﬂun:laﬁclltoehuqu-mdtwﬂuluphm
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g&s chromatographable organic constituents detected

the
the sazples and Table 3 reports the limits of quantitation for eompounds
ﬂzmwﬂapm methods. Zadle 4 contains sample ana-
lysis results for alkalinity, and total cyanide, bromide, chloride,
fluoride, amonia, nitrate, nitrite, phosphate, total phosphorus, sulfate
and dissclved sulfur. %he results cf the sample analyses for thirty-three
elezsnts are contained in Tadle 5. Tables 6 through 12 report the results

of the quality control msasures for the particular mh'u sethods.

The folloving sections descride the analytical results obtained bty
REIC. Consideration was given ¢o problems a laboratory might encounter
performing the amalyses. The field dlank analysis results 40 not appear in
sc data tables but are discussed wvhere appropriate in the following sec-

ons. : ) -

Gas Chromatographable Oraanic Constituents ,
Tadble 2 lists the organic compounds vhich can bde reported vith certa-

as being present in the samples from the volatile, sexmivolatile, "

inty

pesticide and PCO analyses. This table only lists the compounds that were
detected. Talle 3 contains the limits of quantitation for the commonly de-
terzined volatile, seaivolatile, ticide and PCB organic compounds for
vhich the methods are applicable. Those compounds listed {n Table 3 and
not reported in Table 2 were examined but not detected in the samples.

large concentrations of 1,4-dioxane wvere found in the sazples from the
Leachate Tank and VWell OI-4 sacples. It wvas not detected in the VWell W13
sazple. “he results for 1,4-dicxane were obtained bty purge and trap gas
chromatography: = mass spectroscopy -(6C-1S). Although 1,4=dicxane has a
rather poor purge efficiency, the GC~{IS results vere in excellent agresdent
vith results obtained Yty direct injection gas chromatography vith flame
ionization detection.

Vinyl chloride and 1,2-diclorocethene can dbe present in contaninated
wvaters as degradation products of trichlorethene. Vinyl chloride and 1,2-
diclorethene vere detected in the sacples from the Leachate Tank and VWell
0I-4; trichlorcethsne was not detected. The absence of trichloroethene vas
confirmed by a manual search of the GC-IfS data. ~

EXIC found 1200 ug/l methylens chloride in the Well W=13 sample. The
1200 ug/L walie vas cbtained from the analysis results of 4ifferent
dilutions of sample in a single sample « %The replicate analysis re-
sults ranged from 1130 ug/L to 1300 ug/l. -

A mmber of other analyses verify the presence ¢f the msthylene chlo-
ride in the saxmples from VWell W=13. In early September vhich wvas well
after the recczmended holding time for wolatile organic amalyses, other

.
a
¢
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sazple bottles for Vell W13 were analyzed for msthylene chloride. The or-
ginal and second wolatile organics sazple bottles and & purgadle organic
cardon sazple bottle vere analyzed. The analyeis results nnp! Zrom 860
ug/L to 1000 ug/lL. "™he purgadle crganic carbon sample bottle and wolatile
organic sample bottles were stored in Qifferent refrigsrators in different
laboratories and were not handled in the same ladoratory prior to the late
sethylens chloride analyses. Further, although msthylens chloride wvas de-
tected at a concentration of 23 ug/L in the f1eld btlank ard from 3.4 ug/l
t0 4.5 ug/L in the laboratory blaniks, such levels are insignificant in coo-
parison to the 1200 ug/L found in the Well V=13 sample. Additionally, al-
though total organic halide (70X) results will not be reported because the
ladoratory contracted bty NEIC did not analyze the sample in accordance with
the standard method or with the appropriate control msasures or within ap-
propriate holding times, the laboratory did report a 20X value of 400 ug/L
Zor the VWell W-13 sample. The T(X value is probadly diased low subetan-
tially due to the practices used bty the laboratory.

Dichlorobenzenes were found in both the volatile and sezivolatile ans~

lyses 2or the Leachate Tank saxples. The volatile analyses results are °

reported in Table 2 because the results are not subject to the sezivolatile
extractitn difficulties which are discussed delow and furthermore, a better
detection limit wvas achieved for the volatile analyses. .

The seaivolatile chromatograms for the samples contained peaks for
many compounds not listed in Table 3. Standards were available for scme of
these compounds and thus positive identification and quantitation vas pos-
sidle Zor the alkanes reported Zor the lLeachate Tank sazples and the me-
thylbenzene compounds reported for the Leachate Tank and Well OI-4 saxples.
In addition, all semivolatile sazple chromatograns contained large undif-
ferentiated huxps indicating the presence of weathered hydrocarbons. Based
on the total ion count for the chromatograms, the hydrocarbon material was
estimated to de adbout 0 for the Leachate Tank sazmples, 2 mg/l for the
Vell OI-4 sample and 13 for the Vell ¥=13 saxple. Por comparison, the
sun of the quantitated semivolatile compounds for the leachate sample was 3
. Thus the majority of the organic material that chromatographs vas
hydrocarbon material vhose specific compound makeup was not established.

As mentioned above methylene chloride wvas detected st 25 ug/L in the
£i¢l4 blank. Other contazinant levels detected in the field blank were 126

&

:
|
:
g
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The results of the standard control msasures to estimate the precision
and eccuracy of the analyses are reported in Tables 6 through 9., Tadles 6
o 7 report the ladoratory and field precision data, Table 8 reports the
aadrix spike recoveries and Tadle 9 reports the surrogate spike data. Por
concentrations well adbove the liait of quantitation, these control msasure
data indicate the sample results for the volatile crganics should de vithin
a fov per billion or 10 of the actual concentration. For the semi-
volat the control ssasure results indicate the results should
: be within 50% of the actual concentraticn. The larger varisdili-
1ty obeerved for semivolatile analysis is typical for asthod. .

£ ¢
b
g
i
%]

For the wvolatile organics analysis, two
especially for the Leachate Tank sazples,
that can e amalyzed. Por the leachate Tank

;
:

0.5 =l of sample diluted with 4.5 al of blank vater and for the other san-
ples, 1.0 al of saxple wvas diluted vith 4 sl of blank water. These sarple
volumes oould possidly be doudled; however, if a larger ¢ volume is
used the analyst must vatch the ge and assure that the does not

o .
foas into the trap. Another prodlea vith the volatile amalysis is the high - °

s tographi
texperature overnight cleaned off the compounds. Purther, bdetter daselines
vere obdtained vhen the temperature program vas extended so that the dichlo-
robenzene iscmers eluted defore the analysis wvas terminated. NEIC obtained
such better precision and accuracy with the volatile analysis of the di-
chlorcbenzens then vith the semivolatile analysis.

The standard semivolatile method (lethod 625) has the amalyst raise
the pH of the sazple and extract with methylene chloride. The pH is then
lowered and the sazple {s extracted again with methylens chloride. Por
sazples oontaining high ocncentrations of dissclved inorganic material,
ralsing the pH usually causes the formtion of hydroxide precipitates.
Often Ddetter recoveries of the organic compounds can be odtained ty the
reversing the normal pH adjustments. )

Table 7 presents seaivolatile compound results for the leschate Tank
sazples using bLoth types of extraction techniques. As indicated bty the
differences, with the exceptions of the more acid ocompounds (phencls end
phthalates), more of <¢the organic compounds were extracted with the “acid
Zirst” extraction technique then with the "base first" extraction. These
saxples vere, however, umusual in that consideradle precipitate or gel for-
mtion occurred vhen either acid or base vas added, rcprxlcu of the H
edjusteent order. DExamination of this acidic formed ipitate by X-ray
Tlucrescence Spectroscory found caleium, chlorine and con a8 mjor de-
tectadls elements and Infrared Spectroscopy snalyses indicated that the
precipitate had little organic character. Both proeodum.a create emil-

. 1 [ J
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sions; however, the "dase first” technique created an emulsion that was es-
sier to handle and thus it s recoamended for this reason fgr future

wlalyses.

“he tase/neutral fraction of the "base first" contained soome
of the acid fLraction compounds vhile no carry-over of the basic fraction
cogpounds was observed in the acid/neutral fraction of the "acid Zfirst"
procedure. As such as 2 zl to 4 ol of methylene chloride was observed for
scoe samples tO separate from the sample after the basic extraction when
the sazple pH wvas lovered. This volume should be added to the dase/neutral
Zraction extract. All extract fractions wvere analyzed independently and
act eoabin;d and this is recommended for future analyses of sazples from
these locations.

No pesticides or FCBs vere detected in the samples and no unique ana-
Qytical difficulties were .encountered in the analysis of the saxples for

these parameters. :
General Inoramnic Constituents

" Gensral inorganic analysis results are given in Tadle 4. The results
of the control measures for the parameter results reported in this tadle
are presented in Tadble 10. The control data indicate the analysis results
€0 be accurate within 109 of the actual concentrations.

Yo unique analytical di2ficulties were encountered for the ion chroms-
tography analysis for the anions. The difference between the. dissclved
sulfur and the sulfate levels indicates the presence of other sulfur con-
taining compounds. %he presence of sulfite and thiosulfate would have been
detected by the standard ion chromatography analysis. The low sulfate con-
centrations in the leachate Tank saxmples were confirmed ty mobile phase ion
chromatograghy (MPIC). Purther this MPIC analysis would have detectsd the
presence of thiocyanate; however, thiocyanate wvas not detected in the san-
ples. The sulfur compound(s) comprising the remainder of the dissolved
sulfur remains unidentified.

The chloride and bromide levels were confirmed by inductively coupled
Plasma mase spectroscopy. Little difference was observed between the total
phospharus-.and the phosphate lsvels indicating that other phosphorus con-
taining specfes are not present at largs concentratioms.

The Leachate Tank and Vell OI-4 sazmples were found ¢to contain large
concentrations of aesmonia. The samples were not distilled or t0 ana-
1ysis Yy the icn selective probe msthod. Tor the lsachate samples
large 4ilution af the samples vas required to achieve accurats results. At
lover dilutions kmown additions vers not quantitatively recovered. The
Presence of surfactants mmnmwmmumtm«zo
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o By A K iyt B
the probe. or e o8 well
“with the direct analysis.- The sensitivity cof the - headspace technique,
however, was not adequate for the is of the ater sacples.
Distillation should de required for future analyses, if the prode is
used, quantitation should be performed using the kmown or standard additicn

The tendency of the samples to froth under acidic conditions oould
cause erroncus results for total cyanide. Using standard practices for the
distillation of cyanide caused vigorous frothing of the sasples. For one
of the samples from Vell OI-4 the foan or micellss bumped over into the ab-
sorbing trap. Colorimetric analysis for this sazple indicated the
of 1,400 ug/L cyanide. The laboratory duplicate and triplicate for
Vell OI-4, hovever, were found to contain about ten times less cysunide than
indicated Yy the first analysis. Thus components in the sample that bumped
over into the trap reacted with the colorimetric reagents resulting in an
erronous analysis result.

Lov spike recoveries were initially obtained using standard practices
for the distillation of cyanide. Usually low spike recoveries indicate
that sample components reacted with the spiked cyanide. The formation of

ins from the reaction of aldehydes vith cyunide is such a reac-

tion. To determine if the heating of the total cyanide distillation might

be accelerating the destruction of cyanide present in the sample, acidified

fractions of the saxples were purged and the evolved cyanide was trapped.

The total cyanide spparatus and reagents were

however, no heat vas applied. The results of these analyses are

in %able 4 as "Free de”. If the free cyanide results we

-than the total cyanide o §t could de concluded that sazple components
wvere reacting with cyanide. EHowvever,
recoveries and reproducible results can de obtained for the total cyanide

(4

E
a
g
¢
-
g
¥

snalysis. VWhen d4istilling the sazples, the sulfuric acid must de added
very slovly in the absence of heat to avoid the and bunping over
into the trap. With the carrier gas floving, one sh walt about fifteen
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mercury vas detected, dissclved mercury was not determined. Tables 11 and
12 provide oontrol measure data indicating that the sample results, for
“doncentrations sudbstantially greater the limits of detection, are reliadle
% within 105 of the actual concentrations.

Fany of the elenents veres deternmined in accordance with HMethod 200.7
using Inductively Coupled Argon Plasza Optical Emission Spectroscopy (ICAP-
OES). Difficulties in the analysis are created by the high dissolved sol-
ids and the surfactants present in the samples. Interference &us to these
coaponents wvas detected by umisually lov and high spike recoveries and a
substantial increase in the dackground emission. The coomon approach of
di{luting the samples until the interference is not cbeerved was
adle decsuse the concentrations of many of the elements would have deen di-
luted below or near the detection limit of the method. The interference
mnifests changes relative t0 the calibration in the spatial emission pro-
files of the atons or {ons vithin the plasma for the samples. This in-
terference cmuses either a rotaticnal error or a translaticnal error
relative to the calidration curve. A '

Yor example, the curve established from standard additions to the Well
0I-4 samples Zor nickel had a slope 1.3 times greater than calibration
curve for nickel. Por silver the standard addition slope was 1.6 times
geater than the silver calibration. The standard addition slope 4id not
alvays increase. For example the standard addition curve for iron had a
slope o2 0.75 times the calibration curve slopes. Further the msgnitude of
interference effect varied with the sazples. Thus standard additions were
-required for most.of elements for all of the saxples. The majors including
calcium, magnesium, potassium and sodium did not require standard additions
as the samples, excluding the Well W=13 sample for potassium, had to be &i-
luted to dring the major element concentrations within the linear range of
the analytical lines. Standard additions wers performed for the majors btut
they vere not needed. For future analyses of the sazples from these loca-
tions, the method of standard additions instead of the normal calidration -
curve method should be used for the trace and minor elemental oonstituents
determined Yty ICAP-(ES.

Similarly, standard additions were required for the Inductively Cou-
pled Argon Flamm Mass Spectroscopy analyses and were perforasd for the hy-
dride generation coupled to ICAP-OES « For the hydride wmethod,
antincny and arsenic 4id not need the standard additions; however, the ana-
lysis of selenium 414 have scme suppression of the sigml for the Leachate

%ank saxples. .

Ve had to problems with furnace atomic absorption spec-
troscopy (AAS) analyses of the sazples as suppression and intsrference is
highly likely for these sazple matrices. Unfortunately, cur instrument was
act in service at an opportuns time vhen an experienced cheaist oould have
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studied the poesidle 4ifficulties. Often contract ladoratories use deuter-
Aun arc background corrected AAS. However, it is delieved that deuteriun
* érc dackground correction would not de able to correct the high salt back-
that would be enccuntered for these samples or be able to correct
or interference of iron an selenium. A contract hbontnf&nﬂﬁ:nkg
these sazples Yy furnace AAS ahould be required to use Zeemmn Effect -
gound correction and use a L'vov platfora in the furnace. Murther, matrix
scdifiers should be required to0 be used and all analysis should de per-
formed using standard additions to quantitate. Nickel should de added as &
matrix modifier for arsenic and selenium, phosphoric acid for lead, phoe-
. phate for cadnmium and platimum or palladium for thallium and perhaps even
ocadmium. «

The high organic content of the samples causes difficulties for the
mercury analyses. Using the normal 100 gl aliquot in the digestion, a
spike recovery of only about SO was obtained for the Vell OI-4 sample. Oy
decreasing the sazple aliquot <o 10 al, the spike recovery increased to
825, and at' 5 ol of sazple the recovery increased to S4%. The capaci

“the digestion resgents vas apparently exceeded by the organic load
sazples at the higher sazple volumes. 7The samples were analyzed us 10
al sample aliquots which for future analyses should de reduced to 5 al .
based on the spike recovery data. Tor some .contract ladoratories
lover sample volune will compromise the detection limit and depending on
the path length of the analyzer the detection limit could easily be greater
then the drinking water limit of 2 ug/L. '

he 2ield dlank Zor the dissolved constituents contained two si b
cant contazinants. Selen{um was found at a concentration of 40 and
lead wvas fourd at 6 ug/L. Yo significant contaminatiocn was detected in the
Lield dlank for the total constituents. .
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Tadle 2
Volatile and Samivolatile Organic Constituents Analysis Results

vz Operating Industries, Los Angeles, CA P

- NEIC Preject D24 :

L 4 .

Statton: Leachats vell 014 Well 017 * Hell ¥el)
Compound Yalee, WL Value, WL Value, wg/L Yalve, wg/L
Velatile Compounds
Nethylene chlerice L) b ] 1,200,
Yiayl enloride 20. 0 200, 240, ]
trans=i 2=0(chlorestione 4. 2. 9. L]
Senzens : 6. O 6. 6 6. 0
1.2-01chlercbenzone . w0 ] )
1.,4*0tchloresenzene 40. ] n %0
Teluene 100, ] ] )
o=Lylene 160. ) n a0
1,4-01enane 13,000, 22,000. 23,000. "o
Tetranydrofuran $00. 0 %0 ¥
oNgthyle2-dytano) 1,400, L) w0 "
Tovethylel-propane) © 2,000, - 150, 260. w0
$=NethyleZ=pantanone ] $0. 9 n L %0
Semivelatite Compouncs

Antlineg : N. ] 0 "0
Disl{2=-Ethyineny))Dithelate 1,100, ] ] u0
Napnthalene 0.9 0 el w
2euethyinaphthalens ' 9. " o N9
Phgnanthrene M. 0 w0 9
Phene! 0.0 ] 0 (1))
2=Methyphano! . 140. ] ] ")
4=Mathyipheno! $09. ] w0 )
2.4°010etnyiphene! 400. 0 o L1
neijndecene 3l0. " L] %0
a~Jodecans ’ 176. w0 ] 0
n=Tridecane 210. 0 w0 ng
s~Tetradecans 210. w0 o "
asPentadecane 160. (] w0 0
feNeptadecene 270, w0 %0 0
feNonsdecane $0. ] = ]
1,3,5-Trisethyidanzene $0. 1. » 3. )]
!.2.3'7?1“(&"."80!!0 $0. » $. » 7. "
1,2.,4,5-Tetramethy1denzeone 1no. . » m L)
100 Factors (c)

Yelatiles 102 % 3 ] n

Acts Samivelatites 202 ®n ¢ ] 23

fievtral Semivelatiles 201 n " 4

Sase Samivelatiles 102 " - 4 &

Pesticides a 1 1 11

SOOOSSTBIPSSNINORSANISSSHSE S8 S00SVIS IS0 A 0NSATLS SOV SRS -

a) Compound wes ot detected. :
5) Estisated concentration. Compound was Getscted Dut the concentratieon was delew the
} t‘:‘} '::3':'"'"3:'3 "t'“,°n«u ts correct the LDGs given 1a Table 3 for analysis ¢1lutton
(13 . scters .
¢ e ' t‘ummnm



Tadle )
Specific Organic Constituents Analysis Limits of Quantitattien (a)
- Gperating Industries, LoOs Angeles, CA s
- £ NEIC Project D24 : :
[
velatile Compounas w/L Semi-volatile Compounds Wi Seni-Volatile Compounds _ wg/i
Sromomethene Y Antline 6. Genzoic acid 22.
Chleromethane 10. 4=Chloroaniline s. Phenel s,
Sromod 1¢h Toromethane 2. 2-n1troaniline 1. 2-Chlorophens) 4.
Didromoch lerometiane 2. J-nitroaniling 9. 2,4=D1cnloropnenc! s,
Sromofora ' 2. d-uitreantling 9. 2,4,8°Trichlerophenc! 9,
Chlerefora $. Genzy! alcono!l 4. 2.4, 6-Trichlorophenc! 7.
Cardon tetrachloride _ 2. fenzy! enlorige 4. Pentachlorophens s,
Cardon ¢1sulfige s. 1,2=D1cnlorobenzene 4. 4=Chloro=3-nethyiphenol 4,
Chleroethane s. 1,3=01chlorodenzens 6. 2=Methyiphens! s,
$,2-Didbromoethane 10. 1,4=Dichlorodenzene 4. “&eMethylphenol s,
1.1-Dichloroethane 4. 1,2,8=Trichlorobenzene S. 2,40 1nethyipheno? 10.
1,2-0tchlorosthane _ 4, 1,2.4,5-Tatrachlorobenzene S. 4,6=Dinitro=2-methylpheno!) S,
1,1.1=Trichloroethane 2. 1,2,3,4=Tatracnlorobanzane 4,  2-nitropheno) 6.
1,1.,2°Trichloroathane 2. Pentachlorobenzene s. 4=Nitraphenol 11.
1,1.2.2=Tetracnloroethone 6. Nezachlorobenzens 6. 2,4-Dinttrophane! 11.
1,1=0tchloroathene é. Nitrodenzene S. ’
transe] 2-01ichlporoethene $. 2.4=)nitrotoluene s. ..
Trichloroethene 4, . 0=01n1trotoluene 8. Pesticides and PCSs W/t
Tetrechloroethene 2. Nenitrosodiphenylemine s. eee cess
Mgthylene chloride 6. NeNitroso-di-n=propylamine s. Aldrin - 0.8
Vinyl chioride 13. pis{2-Chloroetnyl)ether 6. alpha~8iNC 0.8
1.,2=D1chloropropane 2. b1s{2-Chlorotsopropyl)ether 6. Seta=SxC ¢.S
1,2°%15romo-3=chloropropane 13, bis(Z=Chloroethoxylmethane 6. gammacIHC 0.3
cis=1,3-Dicnioropropene s. 4-Sromophenyl=phgnylether 8. delta~int ] 2.8
trense]l 3=)ichlaropropene s. 4=Chlorpphenyl=phenyliether 7. Chiorgsne 2.
Senzene 2. Meaachloroethane . 4,4'-0DD 1.
Chlorodbenzene 2. Wezacalorodbutadiene BUR &,4°-00¢ 8.8
1,2=0fcnlorodenzene 4, Nesacrlorocy Icopentadiene 12. 4,4°=00T . 1.
1,)°Dicnlorodenzene s, Dimethyiphthalate 15. Oieldrin 0.%
1.8=01¢chloropenzene 'R Disthyipnthalate 8. Endosulfen | 2.8
Toluene 2. di=n-Butylphtnalate 4. Ingosulfan 11 0.5
alylene 4, ¢i=n=0ctylphthalate 9. Endosulfan sulfate 1.
o=, or polylene 4. 91s(2=EthyInexy))phthalate s. Endrin 0.8
EthyIdenzens 2. Sutyldenzyliphthalate 6. Endrin aldenyde 0.8
2+Propane! €0. Acengphthene 4. gndrin ketone 0.5
2=Methyl=2-pgropano! a0. Aconaphthylene S. Heptachlor 1.
2=Butano! 40, Anthracens ‘8, Neptachior epoxide 0.5
d=Mathyl=2<butano! 20. Senzola) snthracene | B Nethoxychlor .
4=%ethyl-2-pentanol 20. Senzo(d) fluoranthene 11. Tezaphene S.
4=11gthy)=2-poentenc2-p) 100. Senge(k) flusranthene 6. PCe-1018 S.
Acstone 0. Sanzolg,h,1)perytane | N Ce-1221 10.
2-Butanone 30. Senzolalpyrens . 7. PCe-1232 S.
2-Hezanens . . Chrysene 4, PCe-1242 s.
d=Nathyl-2-poatanene 10. Didenzo(a ) anthracene 8. rCs-1240 s.
Ethyl ether 10. Dibenzofuran S. PCi-1254 S.
2=Chloroethylviaylether 4. Fleersathene ’ s. PC3-1260 ) $.
Tetranydrofursa 3. flusrene $.
Pyridine 100. Indenol(},2,3-¢ce)pyrene 7.
1.8-B1ezsne $00. Isephorene 4,
Styrene 10. flsphthalene e,
Viayl ecetate . i0. 2=Chlorenaphthatene 4,
: 2-methy 1naphthalene 4.
Phenantirene 4.
Pyrone 1.
[

" 8) multiply the Tadle 2 LOQ facters times the Tadle 3 values to ebtain the Lli values for each semele.

TPA/NEIC/OENVER



abp*

foble &

Seners? laorgeaic Constituent Analysis m-m
Operating Jadustries, Los Angeles, C
REIC Project 024

Station:

Poramtor aits
Alkalialily gL
Free Cpeatde ot o
Total Cyanide e/l CN
Srenide -y
Chloride syl
Flooride g/l
Amuonis agnL B
fitrote og/L
niteite wp/L B
Phosphate s P
Total Phospheres o/l ¢
Sellete g/l $44e
Sulfete g/l $
Olssolved Sellfur qll $

Leachate
Seak

n.

",
120,

n".
6,90,

4",
.
w

e,
19),
130,

uell Well

- 1)

‘Value Yol o9 (o
n.a 1.1 0.0
“o “l ”0
", i, 2,
n. 2, .

e, 2,700, 02
" L) ..“ .o.‘
a. 1.0 0.0

%, - 0.4

. » X

» » 0.3

" Y 0.3

ne. e, 0.8

108, n. 0.}

n, 17, "?

o) Liatt of Detection.
5) Sample concentration was met detected ot the 1isted LOD.

EPa/nELIL/NERVER .



Disselved and Total Flemental Constituents Analysis Resulls

Operating Industiries, Los Angeles, (A
REIC Project D24

Leachats vell 014 vell ot-? Welt ¥-1)

Plsselved Totad Sisselved Tota? Plyselved Teta! Sisselved Tota? L8 (o)
€t Velue, wpi. Volue, WA Value, wg/L Volue, wg/A.  Volue, wg/L Value, wp/L  Value, g/t Value, o/l it
(1] 408, 90e, " b 3,208, " 3,508, » » 108,
3» »n » ] [ " " ] ] [ 8

As 10. 2, w0 3s. n J2, 9s. n. 6. (
L T S, 1,080, ®?. 57, "8, 510, as, 1,000, 19,
o [ ] » - " | no »n " 6.
" 13,000, Y ] 9,10, nA 9,370, "A 9,60, [T 10.
e { ] S. [ L L) 0 » ] q,
Ce 154,000, 199,000, 496,000, $10,000, 471,000, 92,000, 425,000, 470,000, 20,
cr s, 110, » " L L ] . " 30,
Co S8, 0, . Y. é0, 1. 20, 8 10,
Ce S. 7. 122, 1IN, 106. e, » T e, q,
i 5,550, uA 2,3%. 2,330, "A 2,350, s,
fe 16,300, 16,000, 2,180, 22,300, 440, 17,000, 16,000, 29,400, 0.
[ 14, 10, . i, ) q, . -» 14, 1.
(4] $).9 ) 4.4 NA 3.0 WA 4.9 BA 0.9
"y 320,000, 330,000, $24,000. $53,000. 506 ,000. 545 000, 210,000, 305,000, 9.
" o100, 1.300, 2,908, 3,230, 2,1%, 3,09, 1,900, 13,900, i 8
ue nA - uA o A » nA . m 0.3
"o .- » w0 ] ] - - ] 20,
[ ] 330, 0. e, 450. 450, 4%60. 0, 8, 20,
[ 4 76,000, 97,000, 183,000, 106,000, 100,800, 102,000, 7,420, 7,420, 200.
¢ » » ] " » » 2.
Se » " "0 { L » w 7.
b 1 19,500, ) 6,000, nA 7,000, nA 28,90, nA 100,
'™ [~ ] () " » » ] 1e.
wa 3,000,000, 3,000,000, 2,976,000, 3,120,000, 2,960,000, 3,070,000, 1,120,000, 1,130,000, Te. {
sr 2,290, 2,09, 60, 1,538, 6,170, 7,410, T 4,658, 3.
n » » ] w L ~» 0 .7
" . t L . 1. !, 10, 261, 28, »n, 4,
¢ - L RA 6.7 NA 6.7 8A 1.2 WA e.)
v 1 [ R 108, 104, 107, . 106, 1. 8, e,
) [ » [ ] ] » » nn 6.
I n. 10, e, 192, 12e. . n. 1. ~g,
a) Lintt of Detection,

6) Elanentl concontration wes lese thon the LOD at 998 certainty,

c) Samplu was aot analyzed for this element. EPAIREICI0ENYER
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fohle 6

Velatile Orgsaic Constitueat Analysis Precision Repert
Operating Industries, Los Angeles, CA
NEIC Project 024

Replicate Average
Cespounds Oetected sm toa Type wit S8 ()

Nathylene chileride U-l\ Leb 1,210, 9.6
Vingl chleride -4 Lab 202, 4.1
Viayl chileride Leachete Fletd 6.9 3.8
treas-) 2-8ichloreethene ol-4 Lad 4.9 §5.1
trans-l .tol tchioreethene Leschete Fleld 4.4 1s.1
Sentene ol-4 Lab 2.8 18.1
fenzene Leachsle Fleld $8.9 19.8
1,2-Bichiorcbenzone Leachate fleld .0 1.9
l.l-! uhlouhum Leachate Fleld e,? 17.3
Tolusne Leschate Fleld fe3, $9.)
rlylm Leachate Fleld 162, 191

rlylm Leschale Fleld 24}, 2.4
l-ﬂotb, 2-prepane! 01-4 Lab 248, 10.6
2-Nethy l-!onum! Leschate Field 1,00, $.)
2-Nethyi-2-butane! Leachsle Fleld 1,00, 8.1
4-Nethyi-2-pentsnone Leschate Fleld s, 3.4
Tetrahydrofuran Leachale Fleld 479, 3.4
1,4-81onsne 01-4 Led 22,400, 10.)
1,8*01enene Leachate Fleld 12,700, 6.
o) Percent relative steadord devisticn for triplicate snalysres,

: EPAMERIC/RENVER
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loble ?
Senivelotile Organic Analysts Resells

for the Leachate wiing Rifferent Entraction Techalques

Sperating lndustries, Los Angeles, CA .
WIC Preject 024

Acid First Sase First - Acld - Qase Aversge
Conpovad * Volue, wo/L  Velue, wg/t Differeace, .wg/L Value, wgL. % ™ (a)

Semple Components .
Phenel 3, n. -37. s2, n,
2-Nethyiphene) 9. 160, 64, 130, 9,
d-Nethy Iphane! 8. S04. =15}, q)0, %.
2,4-0 laethyiphene? 192, as, -2, a0, 6.0
slst2-gtn t.-:ﬂ........ 1930, 1100, -19. 1070, 6.5
di-a~0ctpiphthalate 33, 14, -4, sS4, [
Anltine n, 29, S. n, 16.
1,2-8 ichlovebenzone 1., 87, 16, N i 5 2.
1 .,4-Bichlorebentene 3, 0L N, o ¢
Naphthalene 4. 3e, S. 3e, n,
Phenanthrene 38, 36, e. 3, 0.)
a~Undecone 3. tos. 226, T, 103,
a-Dedecane 167, 1n2. 9. 140, ).
a-Tridecane as. 124, ). 170, .
a-Tetrodecans 206, 201, . S. 200, 2.9
aPentadecone 157, 121, 3. 140, 6.
a~Neptadecans 27}, LR 9. 220, 45,
a-Nensdecone 6. 62, 14, ({ N 0,
1,2,3-1r imethyibonrene Lt R 4, 0. . 46, 17.
1,3,5-1rinethylbenzene 41, ). 8. 43, 19.
1,2,4,5-Tetramethy benzene 1. es. 2. . 29,

Spiked Surregate
@1-Phenel 130, 208. 10, 173, »,
@5-Phene! ., $95. =268, . 481, se.
2-F luorophene) s, 928, -454, 71, 6.
2,4,6-17 {bronsphene? 1200. 1970, =110. 1590, [T
88+) .4-B ichlorcbonzone 1. 13, [ B . 0.
#s-altrodenzene a7, . ", e, 2,
2-F luered iphanyl %0, 296, 54, 32, 1,
.-.oqiu- 80, %66, 2, . 4.6
€10-Acensphlions qan, 36, . . 1.

(IITIYTIITIYYYYY T T & oee

a) Percent relative difference,
o) Net delected.
c) Net colculoted., EPA/RE IC/RENYER




Toble 8§

Speciftic Orgontc Constituents Matrin Splke Recovery Repert
Sperating ladustries, Los Angeles, LA
NEIC Project D24

Spthed ike Splte
Compound Splhed Sample Level, Y.  Necovery

Oremsnstihone 0n-4 ‘128, fie,
Chlorenethone -4 128, 6,
Srened ich loremsthone ol-4 129, 100,
O tbremechiorensthone 0l-4 125; ",
Srensforn ol-4 128, 104,
t.l.’.'.‘ ..’. lls. '.’o
Carben tetrachloride ol-¢ 128, 102,
Chloroethone o-4 128, nt,
1, 1-Bichlorcathone ol-¢ 128, 107,
1,2-0ichliorocthane ol-4 128, 108,
1,1, 0-frichioresthone ol-¢ 128, 107,
1.8.2°Trichioreethone ol-4 128, to4,
1.0,2,2-VTetrachloreethone ol-4 128, 1.
1.1-Bichloroethene ol-q 128, 100,
trens-1 ,2-Dichloreathene o1-4 125. 101,
Anttine ol-? 00, M,
.‘CI‘.'.‘O.".. '.., :... l'o
2-Ritresailine o) 200, 9.
J-tiitroantiline -’ 200, e,
S-Aitrosniline el-? 200, 0.
Senzy) alcehel ol 200, e,
Senzyl chleride ol 200, 79,
1 .,2-0ichiorcbenzons o= 200, 6),
1,)-Bichliorshenzone ol-) 200, s6.
1,4-0ichierchenzons ol-7 200, 6,
1,2.8-Trichlorchonzone o’ 200. 2.
1,2,4,5-1strechlorshenzone o} 200, o8,
1.2,).4-Tetrachiorcbenzeane ol-? 200, (1
Pentochiorcbenzone -y 200, 6.
Nesachlorshbenzene ol-) 200, 68,
Nitrebenzone ol-? 200, nl,
2,4-0lnitretoluone ol-? 208, 88,
2,6-0initretoluene { 102} -~ 300, 2.
W-ditrorgdiphonylionine ol-} 200, e,
n-ditrese-di-a~ 1enine - 200, s},
blsi{2-Chloreatiyl)e 1 119 ) 208, 0.
bisi2=Chilorels Nether el-) 200, [T
bisl2-Chlareethony)ncthone o~ 200, 18,
4-Srenephenyi-phenylother - 08, "n.
O-tl!nm‘l-»uyhtnr o=’ 200, 8,
Hezachloreethone =) 200, W,
Nenachlorsbutadiens ot} 200, 40,

.l
)
Sothed Splhe Spfte
Conpound 3plked Semple (lLevel, g/  Recovery

Tetchloreethane ol-4 1, 186,
Tetrachloroethene ol-4 128, 118,
Nethylene chleride ol-4 125, L,
Viay) chileride 0l-4 128, o0,
1. 2-0ichlereprepane 0l-4 128, 2.
fenzene a-q 128, 9.
Chinrobenzene o-4 128, 103,
Toluene 'l" "5. lﬂl.
a-Iylene ol-4 128, 10},
e-, or p-Iylene el-4 128, 106,
Ethyibensene ol-4 $28. 100,
2-Bulancae el-4 128, .
2-Hezanone ol-4 128, n.
Tetrahydreofuran 0l-4 128, 9.
Nenachlorocyicepentadione o} 00, 4],
0 Imethyiphthalate -’ 200, 12,
Olethyliphtholote el-? 208, 1 [
di-a-Bulyiphthalate 8l 200, 0.
di-a-0cliylphtholate ot} 90, t {3
bis(2-CthyInenyi)phthalate o~ . 19,
Sulyibenzyiphthalate o= 200, 1,
Acenaphihene 0-? 208, .
Acenaphihy lene o1} 200, (1
Anthrocene ol-) 200, 1,
Genzels) snthracens 9. 200, 0,
Senzeld) i lueranthene ol-? 200, 1,
Senzelt ) flgeranthene ol-) 200, 16.
Benze(o)pyrene ' o 02 200, 106.
Benzele, b, V)peryliens -l 200, n,
Chrysene ol-? 200, 70,
Sibenzela h) nthracene o} 200, se.
Oibengelorsn -’ 200, 68,
Fluereathene -1 200, * n.
Fluorene ’ ol-? 200, .
Indenelt 2, 3cé)py -’ 200, ”n,
Isapherene 0l-) 00, er.
Naphtholene 0l-7 200, .
2-Chlorenaphthalene o=} 00, er.
2-Hethy inophthalene o=} 200, 15,
Phedanthrene -7 208, 1.
Pyrene, . - 200, ;.

A

EPA/mEIC/DERYVER




Toble 8 (continued)

Specific Srgenic Comstituenis Nalrin Spite Recovery Repert w. "
Operating (adustiries, Los Angeles, CA
. BEIC Praject 824
Spthed Spike Setee Spfhed Spthe - Sotte
Conpound Spiked Semple Leve), sgA.  Recovery Conpound Spited Saesple Level, wgA.  Necovery
- geesce  svassscscs «  Goecssscssvse eecs -

Senzelc ocid -7 200. (1 8 4-Chlore=-)-nelhyiphenel tie 1000, ”.
Sensefic acid 04 200, ). 4-Chlore-J-nethyiphene! LIA 1000, 107,
Senzele acid 18] ] 1000, ee. 2-Nethyiphene! 8! 200, n.
Benzeic xid LA 2008, 86, 2-Melhylphene! o4 200, 7.
Phane! on-? 100, se. 2-Nethyiphens) (] ] 1000, 106,
Phenel el-¢ 200, 8, 2-Methyiphene! Lfa 2000, "ns,
Phenel 110 1008, 86, §-Nethyiphenet ol-? 108, .
Paenel (4] 2000, 87, 4-dethy iphene! ol-4 00, 2%,
2-Chloraphene’ ol-4 200, 1L} 4-MHethy lphens) tia 2000, e,
2-Chlorephonel Lie 1600, 0, 2,8-0tnctayiphene! - 200, 50.
2-Chloraphons) LIA 2000, 3. 2.48-Dimethyiphenel ol-4 00, 3.
2,48 ichlorephane) ot-? 200, 19, 2,4-8inethyiphene!) Le fooe, ",
2,4-Dichiorephene! ol-¢ 200, 0, *2,0-Dieethyiphenel L1a 2000, 128,
2,4-0ichlorephane) e 1000, ”n. 4,60 (altro-2-nethyiphone) otl-f 200, L L
2,4-Dichiorsphonet LIA 2000, %. 4,6-Dinitro-2-uelhyiphenel -4 200, 138,
2,4,.5-17 ichlorephanel ol-? 200, n. _ 4,6-81nitre-2-melhyiphene! L1 1000, 159,
2,4,5-1richiorophone) 0-4 100, ", 4.6-Dinitro-2-methylphenet - LIA 2000, 1.
2,4,5-1richlorophane! L 1900, ", 2-Bitrephene) 0-? 200, ”.
2,4,5-Vrichliorephons) L’ 2008, %, 2-Uitraphene! ol-4 00, %,
2,0,6-1richliorephenel ol~} 208, 5. 2-0itrophenel L1 jo00, .,
2,4,6-1richloraphonel ol-4 200, 9. 2-Hitrophene! (1] 2000, 1.,
2,4,6-1richiovaphone) (§]] 1000, ”, ~ §-Nitrephene! -} 200, .,
2,4,8-Vrichiorephone! LIA 2000, ", 4-Aitrophenel el-4 200, s3,
penlochiorephone) 0l-? 200, ", -4 (trophene! L1e TN s,
Pentochiorephenal ol-4 200, . 4-Nitrophens) Ltia 2000, s2.
Pentochliorephenel 18] ] 1000, 1. 2,8-Biaitrephons! ol-? 08, 199,
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APPENDIX D
ON-SITE TREATMENT PLANT CONFIGURATION - Alternative 5

The treatment plant configuration for Alternative 5 consists of raw
leachate collection and pumping system, raw leachate storage tanks, oil and
grease separator, conditioning tank, dissolved air flotation (DAF) system,
gravity sand filters, air stripping tower, activated carbon filters,
effluent storage tanks and effluent pumping equipment (reference to the
process schematic and general layout, Figure 4.1 and 4.2). In addition,
the plant is configqured with an oil and grease storage tank, sludge
thickening centrifuge or belt-filter press equipment, sludge storage tank
and vapor phase carbon adsorption units for scrubbing of the exhaust air-
from the air stripping tower. The treatment plant will also need
intermediate pumping equipment, chemical feed equipment and a
laboratory/cperation building.

Preliminary sizing of each component is based on a nominal flow rate of 30
gpm. The operational range of the plant is 15 gpm to 35 gpm. The
dimensions given in the following sections are for the purpose of
determining the size of site required to construct a 30 gpm plant.
Provisions were made in the siting requirements for expansion up to a 120
gpm plant. The space required for a 120 gpm facility is approximately
60,000 £t’.

The discussions presented as follows are in the sequence that treatment
would occur within the plant.

o Leachate Storage Tanks

Two double-wall steel tanks or single wall types with field
installed containment. Total tank volume is 100,000 gallons +.
Approximate dimensions of each tank is 24’ @ x 15’ in height.

M
“
‘
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It is estimated that the tanks will have up to ten days of stoiage
capacity that can be utilized in the event the treatment plant has
to be shut down for a period of time.

0il and Grease Separator

Prepackaged unit either corrugated metal plate or vertical tube
coalescing separator. Approximate dimensions = 6°L x 3' W x 5’ H
(675 gallons). Retention time is approximately 20 minutes. The
appropriate retention time and sizing of the units will be more
accurately determined in the pre-design study for the facility.
Two side streams are produced from this unit, grease and oil will
be skimmed off to a storage tank, and the settled grit and silt"
will be pumped to a sludge holding tank. (This holding tank will
store the sludge from the DAF unit as well.) The unit can be
expected to reduce oil content to 10 mg/1 and to remove oil
globules down to 20 the micron size (cited from manufacturer’s
literature for a VIC separator). .

Conditioning Tank

This tank provides coagulation and chemical addition to the
degreased leachate flow. The retention time is relatively short,
up to 60 seconds. The tank will be provided with a mechanical
mixer and chemical feeding inlets. Alum will be used as a primary
cdagulant and polymer as a coagulant aid. These chemicals will be
added in dosages proportional to the flow into the conditioning
tank. Preliminary results from the treatability study jar tests
(Appendix E) indicate that an alum dosage of 50 mg/1 is very
effective in coagulating the leachate which may contain some
quantities of oil and grease that escapes the oil and grease
separator unit. The tank capacity is approximately S5 gallons.
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DAF Unit

The DAF unit consists of an air dissolution tank, a floatation
tank and related appurtenances such as an air compressof system
and .a recirculation pump. Air is dissolved into the chemically
treated and coagulated wastewater in the dissolution tank before
the flow passes through the flotation tank where under the
atmospheric pressure, dissolved air is released to form small air
bubbles which adhere to the floc particles causing them to rise to
the surface. Some settling will also occur in the flotation tank,
hence, the DAF unit produces two side streams, skimmings and
sludges which will be pumped to the sludge holding tank.

The entire unit and accessories can be shop-fabricated on a skid

-for simple field installation. Approximate dimensions for the

flotation tank are 8’ @ x 10’ H (3,750 gallons) and for the air
dissolution tank (or retention tank) 2°@ x 6’ H (140 gallons).
Because of the variability of the structure and surface properties
of the floc particles, laboratory and pilot testing will be
required to determine design criteria such as hydraulic and solids
loadings and appropriate detention times.

The size specified above would provide approximately 120 minutes
residence time in the flotation tank.

Gravity Sand Filters

The clarified effluent from the DAF unit is passed through a layer
of sand with 0.9 to 1.2 mm effective size. The sand layer is
generally two feet deep. Any solids present in the clarified
wastewater will be captured in the sand layer. The design filter-
ing rate is 3 gpm/sq. ft., resulting in a minimum surface area of
10 square feet (5 ft?/filter). Two filters will be provided.
Backwash pumps and control piping valving will be required. Back-
wash will be pumped to the leachate tanks for treatment. Approxi-
mate overall dimensions for each filter are 4'W x 4’L and 7'H.
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Air Stripping Tower

Air stripping system is provided to remove volatile organics from
the effluent of the gravity sand filters. Flow will be recircu-
lated through the tower which has a plastic packing media, for a
period of time to produce the needed degree of removal. The air
stripping process will reduce the O&M costs ‘associated with the
activated carbon filters located downstream by reducing the
organic loading. The exhaust air from the air stripping tower
contains volatile organics such as benzene, ethylbenzen, toluene,
etc. In order to meet the air quality standards, a vapor phase
carbon adsorption unit will be used to scrub the exhaust air.
Vapor phase carbon adsorption is more efficient than the liquid
_phase adsorption in the GAC units. Air flow can be sized based on
13.4 scfm per 1 gpm of wastewater flow (cited from manufacturer’s
literature). This will result in a minimum air supply of 400
scfm. Packed tower and accessories can be prepackaged and skid
mounted for ease of field installation. Approximate overall
dimensions are 10’W x 12’L x 23'H.

Activated Carbon Filters

Non-volatile and escaping volatile organic matter from air
stripping effluent are removed by adsorption in the activated

. carbon filters. The system is comprised of two carbon filter
vessels (72 cubic feet per vessel), a carbon transfer tank and
associated carbon transfer equipﬁent. The filters may be operated
in parallel or in series. ' '

Spent carbon from the filters is transported to the transfer tank
for temporary storage. After the filter vessel is filled with.
fresh carbon delivered by a tank truck, the spent carbon is trans-
ported to the tank truck for regenetatidn or disposal by the acti-
vated carbon supplier. It is estimated that the carbon filters
will need replenishing every two to three moniths (cited from manu-
facturer’s estimate). Overall dimensions are 15'L x 10'W x 12'H.
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Effluent Storage Tanks

Three storage tanks will be provided. Each tank has 43,000
gallons of capacity (3 days of treatment plant effluent).
Approximate dimensions of each tank are 21’ dia. x. 16.5’ high..
One tank will be on-line receiving treated leachate. A second
tank will be emptying treated effluent to the sewer. The third
tank’s content will be undergoing testing for adherence to the
effluent discharge limitations. The tanks will be interconnected
to the leachate storage tanks for the purpose of re-treating the
effluent if it does pass batch test for sewering.

Sludge Dewatering Equipment

A cené:ituge will be used for dewatering the settled solids from
the oil and grease separator and the sludge from the DAF unit.

The quantity of sludge produced from the processes is estimated to
be less than 0.5% by volume (as estimated from suspended solids
content of the leachate) of the treated leachate. A centrifuge
10"-12" bowl diameter should be adequate for the dewatering
purposes. Overall dimensions are 4'W x 6'L x 6’ H.

Dewatered sludge, if hazardous, will be disposed of at an RCRA

landfill. The sludge will require testing to determine its
chemical make up.
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APPENDIX E
OII LEACHATE JAR TESTS

Jar tests were conducted on July 17 and 18 at CDM-Boston laboratory, on a
liquid leachate sample which was received on July 16, from the site of
Operating Industries Landfill at Monterey Park, California. The
description of the bench scale experiment, purpose, and result of each jar
test run is described in the following discussion:

Jar Test No. 1

Purpose:
Experiment:

Mixing:

Settling:

Observation:

Result:

This test investigated the effect of raising pH to 9.2

pH of raw leachate was increased to 9.2 by adding a lime
dosage of 120 mg/1

1 minute at 100 rpm
10 minutes at 20 rpm

20 minutes

More oil and grease emulsified, and the separation of oil
and grease by skimming became more difficult.

Raising the pH of leachate, by adding lime or caustic
dosages, should be avoided, since at pH of 9.2 more oil
emulsified, and decreased the efficiency of separating oil
and grease from raw leachate by skimming.

Jar Tests Nos. 2 and 3

Purpose:

Experiment:

Observation:

Result:

These two tests investigated effectiveness of using ferric
chloride as coagulant. In Jar Test No. 2, a ferric
chloride dosage of 20 mg/1 was added to leachate, which in
Jar Test No. 3, the ferric chloride dosage was 50 mg/1.

Mixing 1 minute at 100 rpm
10 minutes at 20 rpm
Settling 20 minutes

- Small particles of floc started to form after S minutes of

slow mixing at 20 rpm. None of the floc particles settled
down, after allowing 20 minutes of settling period.

Dosages of ferric chloride between 20-50 mg/1 were not
effective in treating the raw leachate as primary
coagulant.

wate t
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Jar Tests Nos

N

4 and 5

Purpose:

Experiment:

Observation:

Result:

These two tests investigated effectiveness of using alum
solution as coagulant. In Jar Test No. 4, an alum dosage
of 20 mg/1 was added to raw leachate, while in Jar Test No.
5, the alum dosage added was 50 mg/1.

Mixing 1 minute at 100 rpm
10 minutes at 20 rpm
Settling 20 minutes

During the first minute of slow mixing at- 20 rpm, visible
£floc particles started to form and grow in size. The size
of floc particle resulting from treating with higher alum
dosage (S50 mg/l) was much larger in size than the floc
particles resulting from treating with lower alum dosage

(20 mg/1). ,

During the settling period of 20 minutes, the floc
particles, whether it was small in size in Jar Test No. 4,
or the larger size in Jar Test No. S, were floating to the
top and leaving a clear but dark yellowish colored
solution.

After skimming the top of the Jar Test No. 5, the treated
leachate was filtered easily through a coarse qualitative
filter paper.

A sample from the filtered leachate treated with 50.mg/1 is

kept (in sample bottle no. 1) for analysis, if more
information about the treatment up to this stage is
required.

Test results indicated that an alum dosage of 50 mg/1, when
mixed, is very effective to coagulate the raw leachate.

The fact that the formed floc particles, whether small or
large in size, tends to float to the top and not settle
down in the bottom of the jar, indicates that an air
flotation unit and not a solid contact clarifier is
required in the process flow.

Observation obtained from Jar Test No. 5 was that the oil
and grease that escapes from the oil separator unit, in
addition to the emulsified o0il in the leachate can be
effectively treated when mixed with 50 mg/1 alum dosage.
When such treated leachate is allowed to pass through a
well selected air flotation unit, the skimmings will be
separated, leaving an easily filterable treated leachate.

At this stage, the emulsified oil in addition to metals
should be separated. The filtered treated leachate should
be further treated for removing the volatile and
non-volatile organic matter.

E-2



Jar Test No. 6

Purpose:

Experiment:

Observation:

Result:

This test investigated the effectiveness of treating one
liter of the filtered treated leachate (with 50 mg/l alum
dosage) obtained from Jar Test No. 5, with five grams of
activated granular carbon.

1) Jar Test No. 6 contained one liter obtained from
filtering the treated leachate in Jar No. 5.

2) S grams of granular activated carbon added.

3) Mixing for 10 minutes at 10 rpm

4) Settling 10 minutes

S) Solution decanted and kept in sample bottle No. 2 for
analysis.

Once the filtered treated leachate was in contact with the
granular activated carbon particles, the dark yellowish
color caused by organics started to fade, leaving a yellow
clear colored solution, which was decanted easily.

Carbon adsorption is required to remove the volatile and
non-volatile organic matter. ,

If the analytical results of the sample collected from_ the
treatment of raw leachate with 50 mg/1 alum, filtered, and
then treated with 5 grams per liter activated carbon for a
contact period of 10 minutes, conforms with the discharge
limitations, this will conclude the purpose of the
treatability studies conducted to indicate type of
chemicals, concentration of dosages, and flow process
optimization. '
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APPENDIX F -
REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATES

- Alternative 1

Off-site treatment and sewering (ChemTech treatment plant)
0 Annual Cost

The annual cost is based upon the trucking and treatment of
3,744,000 gallons of leachate (equivalent to 30 gpm plant operating
40 hours per week). Unit costs of $.30/gallon for treatment,
$.03/gallon for trucking and $1,800/month for storage tank rental
were used to develop the annual cost as follows:

$0.30 x 3,744,000 = $ 1,123,200
$0.03 x 3,744,000 = 112,320

1. Treatment cost
2. Trucking cost

3. Storage tank rental = $1,800 x 12 - 21,600
Subtotal 1,257,120

4. Administrative costs e 3% - 37,710
S. Contingencies @ 25% . - 3147280
Total $ 1,609,110

o Capxtal Cost

The only capital cost assocxated with the off-site treatment is the
construction of a spill containment area around the storage tanks.
The spill containment would be sized to hold the contents of two
tanks (40,000 gallons). Estimated cost is:

1. Site preparétion and access - § 6,000
2. Concrete 40 cubic yards @ $300/cy - 12,000

Subtotal ' 18,200
3. Contractor’s overhead and profit @ 15% - $ 2,700
4. Contingency @ 25% - 4,550
S. Engineering, administration and legal @ 25% - 4,550

Total $ 30,000
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Alternative 5

o Capital cost of a new leachate pre-treatment plant, consisting of
gravity separation, chemical addition, DAF, filtration, air stripping
with vapor phase carbon adsorption, liquid phase carbon adsorption .
located at one of the four sites discussed in Section 4.

The following components of the treatment plant will have the same cost
for all of the alternative site locations discussed in Appendix G:

Item Cost
Leachate pump station (5 hp) $ 15,000
Leachate double walled storage tanks

(2 @ SO K gallons each) 90,500
Oil and grease separator (50 gpm capacity) 11,400
Conditioning tank with mixer (50 gallon) 3,000
Chemical feed system ' 5,100
Dissolved air flotation system (50 gpm capacity) 54,000
Gravity sand filters (2 at S7 gpm each) 45,000
Air stripper (60 gpm capacity) 14,500
Carbon adsorption, vapor phase : 45,500
Activated carbon filters (2 at 72 ft’ each) 69,000
Sludge thickening equipment (centrifuge) 61,500
Effluent double walled storage tanks

(3 @ 43,000 gallons each) ' 114,200
Effluent pumping station (5 hp) 15,000
Intermediate lift stations (3 @ 3 hp each) 36,000
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Item ‘ Cost

_ Instrumentation & electrical equipment (central control,

alarms, sensors, service connections, etc.) 50,000
Laboratory facility and equipment (including standby

generator) 140,000
Sewer connection fee 40,000
Miscellaneous equipment (chemical storage, sludge

tanks, etc.) -~ 20,000

Treatment Plant Cost $829,700

Note: The cost quotes for the various process components include
normal field installation and hook-up.

Capital cost analysis for different locations of the treatment facility:

A. Location, south parcel:

Treatment facility i $829,700
Influent force main, 4" @ 2,000’ 40,000
Effluent force main, 4" @ 2,500’ : 50,000
Water main, 200 2,000
Access road 200’ x 24’ wide . ' 16,800
Site preparation 20,000
Architecture, landscaping, and block wall
(including noise abatement) 135,000
Subtotal $1,093,500
Contractor’s Overhead & Profit @ 15% 164,025
Contingency 25% 273,375
Engineering, Administration and Legal @ 25% 273,375
Total $1,804,275
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Item Cost

B. Location, parcel north of Pomona Freeway:

Treatment facility $ 829,700
Influent force main, 4" @ 4,000’ (underneath freeway) 145,700
Effluent force main, 4" @ 2,000’ | 40,000
Water main 1000 10,000
Access road, 200’ x 24’ wide 16,800
Site preparation 20,000
Architecture, landscaping and block wall 135,000

Subtotal $1,197,200
Contractor’s Overhead & Profit @ 15% ' ' 179,580
Contingency @ 25% 299,300
Engineering, Administration and Legal @ 25% 299,300

Total 51,973,380

Item | Cost

C. Location, adjacent to eastern boundary
on Chevron Corporation land in Montebello:

Treatment facility $ 829,700
Land cost (60,000 £t’) 125,000
Influent force main, 3,500’ 70,000
Effluent force main, 1,600’ : 32,000
Access road 400’ x 24’ wide 33,600
Water main, 1,000’ 10,000
Site preparation ' 25,000
Architecture, landscaping and block wall 135,000

Subtotal $1,260,300
Contractor’s Overhead & Profit € 15% 189,045
Contingency €@ 25% 315,075
Engineering, Administration and Legal @ 25% 4 315,075

Total ‘ $2,079, 495
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Item Cost

D. Llocation, on top of the landfill:

Treatment facility $ 829,700
Influent force main 1,500’ 30,000
Effluent gravity pipeline, 2,400 36,000
Access road 1,000’ x 24’ wide . 84,000
Water main 1,200’ : 12,000
Site and foundation preparation 125,000
Subtotal $1,116,700

Item Cost
Contractor’s Overhead & Profit @ 15% 167,505
Contingency € 25% 279,175
Engineering, Administration and Legal @ 25% 279,175
Total $ 842,555

o Operation and maintenance (annual) costs for Alternative 5 are shown
below. It is assumed that the only variable cost between the different
locations will be the power costs associated with pumping the influent
and/or effluent and the adjustments for differential settling
projected with location D. It is also assumed that the operation of
the plant and lab will be contracted.

LN

F-5



Costs

Loca. B

Loca. C Loca. D

Item
Loca. A
Labor $384,400
2080 MH x $184.80/hr
Maintenance . 12,000
12 months x $1,000
Power 12,000

80 kw (2080 hours/year) ($0.06/kw)

Sludge disposal (80% S.S. removal) 15,000
(35 gqal/day) (265 days/year)
($1.60/gallon)

Chemicals : 125,000
Alum (15 lbs/day)
Polyelectrolytes
Activated Carbon (118,000 1b x $1.00/1b)
Sodium Hexametaphosphate (1 drum/month)

$384,400

12,000

16,000

15,000

125,000

12,000

$564,400
141,100

$384,400 $384,400
12,000 20,000
16,000 10,000

15,000 15,000

125,000 125,000

12,000 12,000
$564,400 $566,400
141,100 141,600

Sewering surcharge (COD & SS) 12,000
Subtotal $560,400
Contingency @ 25% 140,100
Total | $700,500
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" Alternative 2

o Capital cost of a new on-site leachate treatment facility consisting of
the same process train as Alternative S except for removal of the liquid
phase carbon adsorption columns.

Item Cost
Al;erna;ive 3 ;;:atnen: plant (Location B) $1.975.3§0
Delete liqui se GAC <113,850>
Total (including overhead, profit,
contingency, engineering & admin.) $1,861,530

o Operation and maintenance (annual) costs for Alternative 2:

Item ' Cost
Alternative 5 (Location B) $ 705,500

less carbon .replacement cost
Total (including overhead, profit,
contingency, engineering & admin.) $ 558,000

<147,500>

Alternative 3 . )

o Capital cost of a new on-site leachate treatment facility consisting of
the same process train as Alternative 5, except for the removal of the
air stripping tower.

Item Cost
Alternative 5 (location B) treatment $1,975,380
plant
Delete air stripping tower < 99,000>

Total (including overhead, profit,
contingency, engineering & admin.) $1,876,380

o Annmnual costs for Alternative 3:

Alternative 5 $ 705,500
Additional carbon usage (60,000 lbs) 75,000

Total (including overhead, profit,
contingency, engineering & admin.) $ 780,500
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Alternative 6

o Capital cost of a new on-site treatment facility consisting of the same
process train as Alternative 5 with the addition af reverse osmosis/
ultrafiltration.

Item Cost
Alternative 5 treatment plant (Loc. B) $1,975,380

Ultrafiltration/reverse osmosis system 321,800

Total (including overhead, profit,
contingency, engineering & admin.) $2,297,180

o Annual costs for Alternative 5:

Item Cost
Alternative S $ 705,500
Power, maintenance, replacement
membranes required for UF/RO system 37,500

Total (including overhead,
contingency & admin.) $ 743,000*

~* Credit for irrigation water savings not included.

F-8



APPENDIX G

SITING CONSIDERATION AND COST ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX G
SITING CONSIDERATION AND COST ANALYSIS OF THE
ON-SITE TREATMENT FACILITY

In considering the construction of a new treatment plant at the OII
landfill site, four possible locations were identified'. The approximate
locations and direction and distance to points of sewering are shown in
Figure G-1. Location A is on the south parcel on a level area south of the
existing GSF facility and flare station. Trash was never disposed of in
this area. Location B is on the parcel north of the Pomona Freeway and
adjacent to the area where waste was disposed of in the early days of the
landfill operation. Location C is on land owned by Chevron Corporation
abutting to the eastern boundary of the landfill site and in the city of
Montebello. Location D is on the top of the landfill. The locations shown
in Figure G-1 are approximate, pending further site investigation. It is
estimated that a site area of approximately 60,000 f£t’ would be required to
provide the space for a 30 gpm with room for expansion to a 120 gpm )
facility. 1In estimating the size requirements the following were
considered:

o Space for unit processes and influent and effluent storage for a
120 gpm facility.

o Space for sludge handling

© Provision for a clean area for the laboratory and office and
unloading of chemicals.

O A decontamination area and area for washing down trucks leaving
the sludge handling area.

‘In meetings with representatives from Monterey Park and Montebello another
location, on Southern California Edison property, adjacent to the western
boundary of the north parcel was identified as a possible site. This is
shown on Figure G-1 as location E.
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The treatment plant processes and unit sizes are the same for all locations
and are based upon pretreatment and air stripping with off-gas treatment
followed by activated carbon. The main differences affecting costs between
- the different locations are the length of leachate and effluent piping
involved, the site acquisition, and site access and preparation work.

Site Location Considerations

Location A:

o Close to the area of the landfill where liquid wastes were
disposed and to the leachate collection tanks..

o Site is on undisturbed land, i.e., not a part of the garbage
disposal area. Furthermore, the site is relatively flat and
easily accessible from the Greenwood Avenue extension.

o Site is within a few hundred feet of residences in the City of
Montebello. Residents are concerned with the proximity of this
site location. Major concerns are noise, odors, and safety. The
elevation of the site is approximately SO feet lower than the
adjacent homes so the treatment facility would not be in a direct
line of sight. However, noise and odor abatement devices would
be required in order to minimize impacts on the adjacent
residents. '

Location B:

° This location is a flat site located several thousand feet from
residential neighborhoods. It is buffered from residential
areas by the Pomona Freeway to the south and the Southern
California Edison easement property to the north.

o Facility will require approximately 1.4 acres out of the 4S5-acre
Nocth Parcel. This would allow for potential future business
development by the City of Monterey Park on property remaining
after the final remedy is completed.

o Leachate may be piped across or underneath the Pomona Freeway in
accordance with Caltrans requlations and requirements.

-] The site is located within the OII Superfund site boundaries, and
would therefore require no acquisition of property, access, or
permit.

Location C:

) Would require the acquisition of approximately 1.4 acres of land
from the Chevron Corporation (not including access road).
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o Site would be located 3500’ to 4000’ from the leachate collection
tanks. Leachate line to the plant site would be located close to
the yards of numercus residences in the City of Montebello.

o Site could be located such that the treatment facility would not
be visible from the neighboring residential areas.

o City of Montebello is developing plans to acquire this property
from Chevron and use it for an Auto Center and light commercial
activities. :

Location D:

o Site on top of the landfill would close to the leachate
collection tanks.

o Could gravity feed treatment plant effluent to the sewer system
thereby reducing pumping costs.

o Would require a special geotechnical study to determine a
suitable location for the unit processes and storage tanks.

o Special design considerations would be required to.accommodate
anticipated differential settling.. The locations and magnitude
of settling is not predictable and could cause serious problem in
maintaining the integrity of the facility.

o Location may not be compatible with the final remedy for the
site. Siting would need to be coordinated with gas monitoring
and extraction well locations, as well as site grading and
capping plans. ‘

o  Overall, siting at Location D would probably delay the
implementation of the treatment facility and add costs to the
final remedial action process.

The comparison of costs and the present worth costs for discount rates of
6% and 8% for operational periods of five years and thirty years is
presented in Table G-1. Capital and annual costs computations are
contained in Appendix F. As shown in the table, there is little difference
from the standpoint of cost between the various site locations, e.g., 6.5%
difference between location C (highest) and Location A (lowest) for the
five-year period at 6% interest.

A cost analysis was not performed for siting a facility at location E. The

alternative is similar to that of location B but has an.additional cost of
land acquisition.
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Site E was identified as another possible siting alternative based on
meetings with representatives of Montebello and Monterey Park. A cost
analysis was not performed for siting a facility at location E, however,
~ these costs are anticipated to be similar to those for the other sites.
Treated effluent from a plant at site E could be discharged to either
Montebello sewers (Vail and Via Campo) or Monterey Park sewers (Potrero
Grande).
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